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ΤΗΕ ORIGIN OF RELIGION IN THE LIGHT 
OF RESEARCH 


by 
Dr. S.G. F. BRANDON, 


Professor of Comparative Religion, 
Manchester University 


In the year 1795 Charles-Francois Dupuis published a book 
in which he claimed that behind the figures of Christ and 
Osiris, of Bacchus and Mithras there could be discerned a 
common tendency to personify and to deify the sun in its annual 
course through the heavens. Although this undertaking of 
Dupuis by no means represents the earliest essay in the com- 
parative study of religion, the publication of his book marks 
a convenient date in the history of the scientific study of 
religion. By modern standards, of course, Dupuis’ approach is 
extremely naive; but it then represented a new attitude towards 
religious phenomena, particularly that of Christianity. Because, 
before this time during the long centuries when the position of 
Christianity as the unique and exclusive means of divine 
salvation was unchallenged in Europe, there could be no 
sympathetic interest in other religions — indeed, there was 
scarely then any knowledge of other living religions than 
Judaism and Islam, and the periodic massacres of Jews together 
with the Crusades eloquently attest the general mediaeval 
Christian attitude respectively towards the adherents of these 
faiths. 


But by the end of the eigthteenth century the leavening effect 
of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment movements had great- 
ly reduced the respect in which the authority of Christian reve- 
lation had been held, and it had moreover fostered an enquiring 
and critical spirit towards all human institutions and forms 
of human experience. This spirit grew steadily stronger during 
the nineteenth century, and it became closely linked with the 
new mode of evolutionary thought. As a consequence of all 
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this new intellectual ferment, increasing attention was given to 
the question of the nature and origin of religion. This interest, 
moreover, was greatly stimulated and assisted by all the new 
information about other religions, both living religions and 
those of the past, which came from maritime exploration and 
commercial contacts and from the decipherment of ancient and 
long lost languages, such as Egyptian hieroglyphic and 
Mesopotamian cuneiform. 


During the nineteenth century and onward into the 
twentieth many theories were advanced about the origins of 
religion. Most of these were based upon anthropological material 
acquired from the study of the so-called primitive people still 
existing in the world, as, for example, the aborigines of 
Australia and the pygmy tribes of Africa. Many of these theories 
assumed that these primitive peoples were,  so-to-speak, 
‘anthropological fossils’, who had preserved virtually unchanged 
the ideas and institutions of mankind at its very beginning. 
According (so it was tacitly assumed), by studying the thought 
and customs of such peoples the earliest forms of religion could 
be learned. Such theories ranged from Fr. W. Schmidt’s 
celebrated and much propagated belief that there was a 
primaeval monotheism to the claim that religion originated in 
totemism or in ritual magic. 


Now, although many of these theories made valuable con- 
tributions to our understanding of early forms of religious faith 
and practice and stimulated further research, they often tended 
to overlook the fact that the peoples which we call primitive 
today are only so in comparison to us; they are not chronolo- 
gically primitive as were the peoples of the Upper Palaeolithic 
era, 1.e. Old Stone Age when homo sapiens first appears in the 
archaelogical record. Indeed, it is now realised that the ideas 
and institutions of such a so-called primitive race as the 
Australian aborigines are the product of a long evolution, and, 
therefore, of considerable elaboration. Fortunately, however, 
we are today, as a result of continuing archaeological research, 
in a better position to form some estimate of the religious beliefs 
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and practices of the earliest human beings of which we have 
knowledge. Indeed we even know one fact of religious signi- 
ficance about the hominian precursor of homo-sapiens, namely, 
the so-called Neanderthal Man, a type of sub-man or proto- 
man who lived some 100,000 years ago. 


And this fact is truly of supreme significance. It is that 
this Neanderthal Man carefully buried his dead. Here we meet 
with a practice which is found among none of the other higher 
animals, who usually abandon or even devour the dead mem- 
bers of their kind. To bury the dead may in itself, of course, 
imply nothing more significant than a respectful care for one’s 
fellows who are no longer able to care for themselves. But 
there is some evidence that Neanderthal Man was also accu- 
stomed to put food in the graves of his dead. There is admittedly 
some uncertainty about such a Neanderthal practice; but, if 
substantiated, it indicates something far more noteworthy than 
the mere fact burial, namely, it indicates belief that the dead 
in some way survived and needed such nourishment. 


I have mentioned this Neanderthal evidence first, because, 
despite some elements of uncertainty, for the study of the 
origins of religion it is highly important to know that this sub- 
human precursor of true man (homo sapiens) may have believed 
in some dim way that death was not the end and that the 
dead still had their needs, even in the grave. 


When we turn to the record that archaeology gives us of 
the first human beings, creatures like ourselves, in the Upper 
Palaeolithic period, i.e. from about 50,000 years ago, there is no 
ground for doubt about this aspect of their burial customs. For, 
not only did the Palaeolithic peoples carefully bury their dead, 
but they provided them in the grave with both food and equip- 
ment — for example, flint weapons and tools and ornaments 
of shell. Now, when we consider that these primitive hunters 
must often have lived very close to the subsistence level, to 
have given to the dead some of their scanty stock of food or to 
have placed in the grave some stone axe that had taken long 


— 175 — 


S.G.F. BRANDON 


to make must mean that they were actuated by some powerful 
belief that such service must be rendered to the dead. Moreover, 
such service in turn points to the fact that the dead were 
conceived of as still needing such food and equipment in the 
grave. How Palaeolithic man imagined this post-mortem 
existence of the dead we cannot tell — very probably his ideas 
would have been very hazy and confused about the matter; but 
the fact remains, and it is of key-importance for our understand- 
ing of the beginnings of religion, namely, that Palaeolithic man 
was obviously convinced that death was not the end of the indi- 
vidual person and that the individual somehow survived, 
although he no longer moved his body or responded to those 
who spoke to him or tried to attract his attention. 


But this is not the whole story that Palaeolithic burial 
practice has to tell us. We have also to note that there was 
some variety of custom in the way in which the body was laid 
in the grave. The extended form of burial, with which we are 
accustomed, does not seem to have represented the general 
practice in the Old Stone Age. More frequent was the burial of 
the corpse on its side in a crouched position, with the knees 
brought up against the front of the body and the hands extended 
before the face. This posture has caused a considerable amount 
of speculation as to its meaning among prehistorians. One 
interesting suggestions is that it represents the pre-natal position 
of the child in the womb before birth, and further that it was 
possibly intended to express the idea that in the grave the dead 
were laid as it were in the womb of Mother Earth, presumably 
to be reborn again. Some ethnological parallels can indeed be cited 
in support of such an interpretation. If this interpretation could 
be regarded as certain, it would tell us something of the utmost 
significance of Palaeolithic Man’s faith, namely, that he regarded 
the process of human life as cyclic and that the earth was the 
source of life. However that may be, and in such matters we 
have to be content with possibilities, there is some evidence 
that certain forms of this manner of the disposal of the dead 
may have been actuated by a very different motive. Thus in 
many instances of these crouched burials the body has been so 
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tightly flexed that such a posture could only have been obtained 
by binding the corpse before rigor mortis set in. Now, such 
a practice suggests a very different attitude to the dead. Among 
the savage peoples of the modern world there are instances of 
the binding of the dead before burial which is inspired by the 
fear that they might return and harm the living. It is, therefore, 
possible that there was already among the Palaeolithic peoples 
occasions when the dead were feared in this way. Such a fear 
would, of course, have its significance; because it would attest 
a lively belief that the dead, or at least some of them, survived 
in some potent form such that they be dangerous to the living. 


We must notice another Palaeolithic burial custom. Many 
skeletal remains indicate that the corpse had been covered with 
some red pigment when buried. Since it is unlikely that this 
had happened accidentally, the practice must have been 
motivated in some special way. Now, since red is the colour 
of blood and in much primitive thought blood is regarded as 
the life-substance, it seems probable that here we have one of 
our earliest instances of the use of sympathetic magic — that, 
by the application of a blood-coloured substance to the corpse, 
it was sought to restore to it the appearance of life and thus 
to re-animate it. Such a form of magical resuscitation would, of 
course, imply some contradiction to the general logic of 
Palaeolithic burial customs, namely, that death was not the end 
and that the dead in some way lived on; for here we should 
have evidence that sometimes it was felt that magic had to be 
used to ensure survival. It would, of course, obviously be 
unwise to theorise too much about the implications of this 
practice: at the most perhaps we should content ourselves with 
Saying that “it> attests “some variety —of_belief™ in “the 
Palaeolithic attitude towards death and the dead, but that 
possibly this reddening of the corpse was only employed in 
special cases — perhaps on persons of some distinctive status 
or perhaps for those whose death had been occasioned by a 
great loss of blood. 


However that may be as to the details, the fact of these 
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Palaeolithic burial practices is of supreme importance in our 
quest for the origins of religion. It means that, so soon as man 
appears in the archaeological record, he is found to be profoundly 
concerned about death and instinctively convinced that members 
of his own species survived the onset of death and were still 
potent and in need of the necessites of this life. 


When we survey the evidence which archaeological research 
has given us of the culture of these Palaeolithic peoples (and 
let us remember that this is the earliest evidence we have of 
mankind), we find that this evidence centres about three 
distinctive fields of concern. As we have just seen, one of these 
fields of concern is with death and the dead. The other two are 
also of basic significance. The one is evidenced by the magical 
pictures which ‘these Palaeolithic peoples placed in their sacred 
caves to assist them in their hunting operations — in other 
words, Palaeolithic cave-art attests a natural preoccupation with 
ensuring the supply of food. The other concentration of concern 
took a curious form of expression. On many Palaeolithic sites 
figurines have been found, carved to represent nude corpulent 
women, with the sexual features greatly exaggerated. Another 
curious fact about these figurines is that faces have been left 
completely blank — surely an indication that these were not 
meant to be portraits, but symbols, of the female principle. 
Such figures must have had some great significance, and there 
has naturally been much speculation about it. Many scholars 
have interpreted it as implying preoccupation with fertility. To 
my mind, however, it would seem that the interest in these 
figurines is concentrated more upon the principle of maternity 
than on that fertility. Now, since the motherfigure symbolises 
the emergence and nourishing of new life, I think that we may 
legitimately wonder whether these female figurines may attest 
not only a Palaeolithic concern for the production of new 
offspring, but also the expression of hope for a new life. If 
this were so, then we should have a valuable link-up with the 
evidence of Palaeolithic burial practice. In placing the dead, 
possibly in the pre-natal position in the womb of the earth, 
a parallel -was suggested with the emergence of the infant from 
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its mother’s womb. Many ethnological examples can indeed 
actually be cited of primitive belief that birth and death are 
part of a cyclic process through which each individual person 
passes. Moreover, the reproduction of family features in children 
has been a fruitful stimulus to the idea of the rebirth of the 
dead as members of a later generation. 


Naturally, in {πε absence of written sources of information, 
we cannot be certain of Palaeolithic belief in this respect; but 
the significance of the fact, namely that the remains of 
Palaeolithic culture reveal, apart from a natural concern with 
the food supply, a concentration of interest on birth and death, 
is of the highest importance. For, on reflection, these events 
are intimately bound up with the temporal or time conscious- 
ness of man. As we can quickly see on reflection, consciousness 
in human beings essentially involves awareness of three 
temporal categories of past, present and future, and on this 
awareness absolutely depends that ability for teleological or 
purposive action which has enabled mankind to conquer the 
world. But this awareness that we exist in time, as well as space, 
has other consequences. Not only does it permit us to plan for 
the future, but it also causes us to anticipate our own deaths; 
in other words, to know that we are mortal. 


Now, this knowledge is fundamental to the whole of our 
evaluation of life and our place in it. To know that, as we move 
forward in time, we shall be subject to decay and death, inspires 
within us both a fundamental sense of insecurity and an 
instinctive yearning for the assurance of salvation from such 
threatened disintegration of our very selves. It-is here, there- 
fore, that {πε Palaeolithic evidence has its supreme significance 
for our understanding of the origin of religion. Palaeolithic 
burial practice shows that already man was preoccupied with 
the mystery of death. The fact of his parallel concern with the 
mystery of birth is accordingly highly suggestive, for it would 
seem to indicate that in the promise of new life, symbolised in 
the maternal attributes, Palaeolithic man sought assurance from 
the menace of death. 
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From the point of view of the history of religions, Palaeoli- 
thic culture provides also, in another direction, a curious 
negative witness. From the wonderful linear and plastic art 
of these peoples we know that they had considerable ability in 
expressing their ideas. It is, accordingly, remarkable that on 
no Palaeolithic site has there been found any obvious repre- 
sentation of deity. Such a statement as this, of course, begs the 
question as to what should we recognise as a Palaeolithic 
representation of deity. However, if we take some of the earlier 
theories of the origin of the concept of deity, we should expect 
to find some expression of interest in the celestial phenomena, 
particularly the sun or the moon, for the idea of a High God or 
Sky Father is naturally associated with such phenomena. 
However, Palaeolithic art seems completely devoid of interest 
in these heavenly bodies; significantly Palaeolithic art is wholly 
concerned with beings on this earth, and it is here that we must 
look for any initial conception of deity. 


-Many scholars have seen in the female figurines and also 
in a large bas-relief of a similar figure at Laussel in France a 
Palaeolithic prototype of the Earth Mother, the Great Goddess. 
There is indeed a remarkable similarity between these figurines 
and those of the great Mother Goddess which have been found 
in great numbers on Neolithic sites and, later, generally 
throughout the ancient Near East, where the goddess came to 
be worshipped under the various names of Innina, Ishtar, 
Astarte, Cybele and Aphrodite. Now, while in such matters of 
the remotest prehistory we must observe a proper caution, 
there is every reason for thinking that here we may 
have the earliest beginnings of man’s conception of deity. 
If we are right in seeing these figurines as symbolising the 
principle of maternity, the source of new life over against the 
menace of death, we can begin to understand how man came to 
conceive of the earth as the great goddess from whose fecund 
womb all life issued and to which it would return for rebirth. 
Here, indeed, in the personification of maternity would lie the 
promise of that sense of comfort and security, of which man 
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felt the need as he grew conscious of the process of decay and 
death to which he was by nature subject. 


There is, however, the possibility that the beginnings of the 
idea of a god can be discerned elsewhere also than in this 
apparent Palaeolithic deification of maternity. At Ariége, in 
the Dordogne district of France, there is a cave known as the 
cave of the Trois Fréres from the three brothers who first 
discovered it in modern times. This cave, or rather series of 
Caves, contains many examples of Palaeolithic art, but one 
among them is of outstanding significance. High up on the wall 
of the innermost chamber is depicted a strange figure that is 
partly human and partly animal. It is anthropoid in form, but 
is covered with the hairy pelt of an animal. On its head it has 
the large antlers of a stag and also the ears of this animal. Its 
eyes are curiously like those of an owl, and it has a long lolling 
tongue of a beast: it also has the tail, genital organs and hooves 
of some quadrupedal animal. However, despite these attributes, 
it is shown in a kind of human dancing posture. 


Now, from other evidence there is reason to think that 
among these Palaeolithic communities magical dances were 
performed by a kind of witch-doctor or shaman, who would be 
disguised as an animal and mime the characteristic actions of 
an animal. The purpose of such dances would probably have 
been to gain control of the animal imitated, in order to ensure 
success in a coming hunt. Now, the nature of such magical 
dances is intelligible; but what is puzzling is why it was thought 
necessary in the instance we are considering to depict such a 
masked dancer on the wall of the innermost chamber of a sacred 
cave. After all, religious art rarely represents liturgical acts. 
There are, however, certain other facts which suggest that the 
Trois Fréres cave picture may have had a different, and a more 
profound meaning. Thus, not only is the picture high up on 
the wall of the cave, but it appears to dominate the representa- 
tions there of other animals. It has, accordingly, the appearance 
of having been a cult-object, and two leading French prehis- 
torians have suggested that it represents a kind of embryonic 
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deity. The suggestion is a reasonable one, but I think that it 
needs a little more careful qualification. To my mind it seems 
likely that this figure expressed some ideal being for Palaeo- 
lithic man. We know that these ancient hunters were intensely 
interested in the animals which they hunted. Their superb cave 
art witnesses to the fact that they had observed these animals 
very closely and could portray them with loving care. They 
evidently admired their strength, their swifness and virility ; 
moreover, they must have realised that they depended 
absolutely upon these animals for their own sustenance. Hence 
their attitude towards the animals was probably compounded 
of respect and a sense of dependence, coupled with some feeling 
of superiority in that they were able to capture and slay these 
beasts. Accordingly, it is not too imaginative to suppose that, 
if Palaeolithic man was ever moved to conceive of some ideal 
being who would combine in himself all those qualities and 
attributes which he admired and aspired to, it would have taken 
the form of a being endowed with the attributes of a powerful 
animal and yet having human shape. To such an idealised 
figure, that depicted in tthe Trois Fréres cave remarkably 
corresponds. Moreover, its position in the cave, as we have 
noted, indicates that, for those who made it and used the cave, 
it was an object of very great significance. Therefore, although 
we may hesitate in seeing in this figure a Palaeolithic god, a 
‘Lord of beasts’ as some authorities have boldly suggested, we 
may reasonably regard it as a kind of embryonic deity or as 
representing the expression of ideas and aspirations out of 
which in due course would develop the concept of god. 


If this line of interpretation be sound, we may tentatively 
conclude that Palaeolithic culture shows us the seeds, as it 
were, from which the two first conceptions of deity emerged, 
namely, of the Earth Mother and of a kind of anthropoid ‘Lord 
of the beasts’. The former conception was destined to have a 
long ancestry and to find expression in time in such noble 
figures as Isis, Demeter, Cybele, and even, in the folk religion 
of the Mediterranean peasants, in that of the Virgin Mary. The 
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idea of the ‘Lord of the beasts’ did not have so notable a future, 
probably owing to the changes in economic condition brought 
about when mankind gradually moved from Palaeolithic culture 
to the Neolithic. Under the Palaeolithic conditions of life man 
had been primarily a hunter, which placed him in absolute 
dependence upon the beasts which were the main source of the 
supply of his food. Hence, a ‘Lord of the beasts’ expressed one 
of the chief concerns of his life. But, when in the Neolithic era 
agriculture began to be practised, man’s economic needs came 
to be centred more about the annual life of vegetation, and a 
corn-god inevitably took the place of the ‘Lord of the beasts’. 


We see, then, that the study of what might fairly be called 
Palaeolithic religion is basic to any theological speculation about 
the beginnings of religion or the origin of the idea of God. 
Although our conclusions must necessarily be tentative in view 
of the nature of the evidence, nevertheless this is the earliest 
evidence ‘that we have of human culture. Whatever we may 
make of them, these are the facts which archaeological research 
has revealed about the religious, or rather the religio-magical 
beliefs and practices of mankind as it first emerges from the 
mists of remotest antiquity. These facts may not agree with the 
pre-conceived ideas of earlier theological thought; but, such as 
they are, they must be accepted and objectively appraised. And 
what they do tell us of tthe origins of religion is, after all, 
remarkably in agreement with our common experience. This 
Palaeolithic evidence shows us that at the very dawn of human 
culture men’s minds centred round three subjects of funda- 
mental concern, namely, birth, death and the food-supply — 
and these still remain for mankind subjects of fundamental 
concern. Let us reflect — when each one of us looks back over 
his life, he will see that somewhere in his childhood he made 
two discoveries which ever since have been increasing in 
significance for him. Someday back in the past he discovered 
for the first time that human beings are born and that they 
die. It is likely that for most people the latter fact is the more 
disturbing and consequential. When we first learn, even as 
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children, that people die, we immediately see the relevance of 
this new knowledge to ourselves --- in other words, we have 
realised for the first time that we are mortal. Of course, for 
the normal healthy child the shock of this discovery, if it may 
be described as such, soon wears off and many more urgent and 
exciting experiences claim its attention. But the fact is never 
forgotten, and it takes its place in our mind and definitively 
conditions all our future evaluation of life and destiny. And, 
as the years pass, and at time of personal danger, it grows in 
significance. The discovery of the fact of birth is not calculated 
to be so profound in its effects, but it does also surely play its 
part in the formation of our view of life. Accordingly, the fact 
that man at ‘the dawn of his culture, as the Palaeolithic 
evidence shows, was 50 greatly concerned with death and 
birth, is, therefore, not strange in view of our common 
experience. But it also suggests that here is to be found the 
true origin of religion. In other words, the testimony of 
Palaeolithic culture teaches us that, before human beings had 
any really clear concept of deity, they were profoundly 
concerned about their destiny through the _ significance that 
birth and death had for them. Confrontation with these 
mysteries drew from them that response which found expression 
in the service of the dead and a preoccupation with the sym- 
bolism of maternity. Hence, on this evidence we have reason 
for thinking that religion stemmed, not from any presumed 
primaeval revelation of God, but from man’s attempt to 
understand his own nature and destiny, equiped as he was 
with the ability to think teleologically which caused the facts of 
birth and death to have a significance for him that no other 
creature appears to have apprehended. 


If space had permitted, I should like to have traced out in 
this connection the development of the funerary cults in the 
earliest civilisations of mankind, notably that of Egypt, in 
order to show how the basic ideas of human nature and destiny 
gradually took shape until they were embodied in the Christian 
doctrine of man. It would also have been useful to have seen 
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how the Palaeolithic adumbrations of deity had found 
expression in the religions of the ancient world, particularly 
how tthe concept of the saviour-god arose and developed before 
it was incorporated into Christianity. However, it has been well 
to keep our attention to the beginning of things, because it is 
necessary to understand how deeply and intimately religion is 
involved with the basic needs, indeed with the very conscious- 
ness, of man himself. Scholars have often attempted to define 
the essential nature of religion. No one formula has ever been 
accepted as completely satisfactory, which after all is not 
surprising, seeing that religion is as old as the human race and 
is concerned with the basic issues of human existence. However, 
a definition which comes fairly near to the truth is that religion 
connotes tthe attitude which the individual adopts towards the 
mysterious unknown that surrounds his life. At the very dawn 
of human culture we have seen that this attitude already 
centred about the facts of birth and death that constitute, in 
the life of man, the entry from and the exist into that mysterious 
unknown. 


S.G.F. BRANDON 
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Ὑ πὸ 
Δρος Θ. Φ. Τόρρανς" 
Καϑηγητοῦ τῆς Χοιστιανικῆς Δογματικῆς 
éy τῇ Θεολογικῇ Σχολῇ τοῦ Πανεπιστημίου 
τοῦ ᾿Εδιμβούργου 


Παρόμοιος παραδέχεται ὁ Κλήμης ὅτι εἶναι ὁ ρόλος τοῦ πιστοῦ, νὰ 
ἀποσπάση τὸν ἑαυτόν τον σταθερῶς ἀπὸ ἀπορρόφησιν τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ, ἐν 
τῷ κόσμῳ διὰ νὰ ἐπιτύχῃ τὴν συνήθειαν (habit) τοῦ νοός, «σχέσιν», ἥτις 
εἶναι κατάλληλος διὰ τὴν ἐνατένισιν (contemplation ) καὶ μελέτην τῶν von- 
τῶν πραγμάτων καὶ διὰ τὴν ἀπόκτησιν τῆς ἀληθοῦς « γνώσεως » τοῦ Θε- 
οὔ. Αὐτὴ ἡ κίνησις κατὰ μῆκος τοῦ χάσματος, ὅπερ διαιρεῖ τὰς δύο κο- 
σμικὰς σφαίρας, συνεπάγεται ἕναν « ἀμετανόητον χωρισμὸν » ἀπὸ τοῦ 
σώματος καὶ τῶν παθῶν του, τὸν ὁποῖον ὁ Κλήμης παρουσιάζει ὡς τὴν 
πρὸς τὸν Θεὸν εὐπρόσδεκτον θυσίαν καὶ τὴν « ἀληθῆ θεοσέβειαν ». Τοῦτο 
δύναται νὰ συγκριθῇ πρὸς τὴν Σωκρατικὴν συνήθειαν τοῦ θανάτου, « pee 
λέτη τοῦ θανάτου », ἢ τὴν διὰ τῆς ἐξασκηθείσης ἡσυχίας Πυθαγόρειον 
ἀπομάκρυνσιν ἀπὸ τῶν αἰσθητῶν πραγμάτων ἥτις ἀπεσκόπει εἰς τὴν ἐνα- 
τένισιν τοῦ Θεοῦ διὰ γυμνοῦ νοός, « ψιλῷ τῷ νῷ ». Ἡ «γνωστικὴ ψυχὴ» 
δέον, ὅπως ἀφιεροῦται εἰς τὸ φῶς, ἀπηλλαγμένη τῆς ὑλικῆς της καλύψεως, 
ἐλευθέρα τῆς ἐπιπολαιότητος καὶ ἐλαφρότητος τοῦ σώματος καὶ τῶν παθῶν 


. 
Συνέχεια ἐκ τῆς σελίδος 48 τοῦ προηγουμένου τεύχους. 
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του καὶ τῶν « κενῶν καὶ ψευδῶν καταλοίπων » ἅτινα ἐπακολουθοῦσι, καὶ 
ἐστερημένη ὅλων τῶν σαρκικῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν (Στρωμ. Ν.ΧΙΘ7.{6.) . Περαι- 
τέρω ἐπιμένει ὁ Κλήμης ὅτι τοῦτο δὲν πρέπει νὰ εἰσάγῃ δυσφήμησίν τινα 
ἢ διασυρμὸν τῆς φυσικῆς ὑπάρξεως ( Στρωμ. Ιν ΧΧΥΊ,163.1! ὅρα ἐπίσης 
Στρωμ. ITI, passin), ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι συνεπάγεται διὰ τὴν γνωστικὴν ψυχὴν 
μίαν πρόοδον ἐντὸς καταστάσεως ἀπαθείας ὥστε καταντᾷ αὕτη ὁμοία τοῦ 
Διδασκάλου καὶ διὰ τῆς γνώσεως τὴν ὁποίαν οὗτος χορηγεῖ μνεῖται εἰς τὴν 
πανεύμορφον θέαν «πρόσωπον πρὀςπρόσωπον»(στρωμ.Ιν.ΧΧΙΗ, 147.14, : 
re eee I OE VIL IIL, ΠΗ. 2X, 5) ΣΙΝ, BAe), 
Kart’ αὐτὸν τὸν τρόπον ἡ γνωστικὴ ψυχὴ ἀφοσιώνεται εἰς μίαν 
« ἐξομοίωσιν πρὸς τὸ θεῖον » ἡ ὁποία περιγράφεται διὰ Πλατωνικῶν ὅρων 
(Στρωμ. IV. ΧΧΤΠΙΙ, 148.1 συγκρ. Π.ΧΧΙΙ, 131-136). Τοῦτο σημαίνει νὰ 
ἐπιτευχθῇ, κατὰ τὸ δυνατὸν μία διατήρησις τοῦ νοὸς εἰς τὴν κατάστασιν τῆς 
ἀντιστοιχείας πρὸς αὐτὰ τὰ πράγματα, δηλαδὴ ἣ συνήθεια τοῦ 
νοὸς εἰς τὴν σχέσιν της πρὸς τὸν νοῦν, « αὕτη γὰρ ἡ κατὰ δύναμιν ἐξομοί- 
ωσις πρὸς Θεόν, τὸ φυλάττειν τὸν νοῦν ἐν τῇ κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ σχέσει αὕτη 
δὲ νοῦ σχέσις ὡς νοῦ» (Στρωμ. IV. XXII, 139.4 : συγκρ. VI. XI, 104.2:: 
XVII, 150.3). Ἢ « γνῶσις» αὐτοῦ τοῦ εἴδους εἶναι «ἡ τελεία ὄν- 
τως ἐπιστήμη», ἥτις διαστέλλεται πέραν τοῦ κόσμου, ἵνα πραγµμα- 
τευθῆ ἀντικείμενα νοητὰ μάλιστα δὲ πνευματικώτερα ἐκείνων, ἅτινα ὀφθαλ- 
wos δὲν εἶδεν ἢ ὠτίον δὲν ἤκουσε καὶ τὰ ὁποῖα εἰς καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου δὲν 
εἰσῆλθον μέχρις ὅτου ὁ Διδάσκαλος τὰ ἀπεκάλυψε μεταθέτων τὸ καταπέ- 
τασµα («ἀποκαλύπτονται τὰ ἅγια τῶν ἁγίων» Στρωμ. VI. VIII, 68.14.: 
συγκρ. Quis div. sal. 20-24). Τοιαύτη γνῶσις γίνεται κατ᾽ εὐθεῖαν ὅρασις 
τῶν ὑπάρξεων ἐκ μέρους τῆς ψυχῆς, ἑνὸς ἢ περισσοτέρων, καὶ ὅταν τελει- 
οποιῆται, ὅλων ὁμοῦ, (εγνῶσις δὲ αὐτὸ τοῦτο, θέα τίς ἐστὶ τῆς ψυχῆς τῶν 
ἤτοι τινὸς ἢ τινῶν, τελειωθεῖσα δὲ τῶν συμπάντων» Στρωμ.νΙ. VIII, 69.3: ; 
VII, VII, 4Ο{.). Τέλος ἡ κίνησις αὕτη συνεπάγεται μίαν ταυτότητα με- 
ταξὺ τῆς γνωστικῆς ψυχῆς καὶ τοῦ ἀντικειμένου τῆς ὁράσεώς της, ὁποτε- 
δήποτε ἡ ὑπὸ τῆς γνώσεως ἐπιτυγχανομένη κάθαρσις δὲν ἔχει ἀφήσει εἰς 
τὴν ψυχὴν κάτι τι τὸ ἀπατηλὸν τὸ ὁποῖον δύναται νὰ παρεμποδίσῃ τὴν 
δύναμίν της. Ὅταν συνεπῶς ὁ συμμετέχων γνωστικῶς τῷ ἁγίῳ, ἔχη ἔλθει 
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νὰ κατοικήση ἐν ἐνατενίσει, κοινωνῶν μετὰ τοῦ Θείου ἐν καθαρότητι, τότε 
εἰσέρχεται ἐγγύτερον εἰς τὴν κατάστασιν ἀπαθοῦς ταυτότητος, «ἐν ἕξει 
ταυτότητος ἀπαθοῦς », οὕτως ὥστε δὲν ἔχει ἁπλός ἐπιστήμην ἢ κατέχει 
γνῶσιν ἀλλὰ εἶναι ὁ ἴδιος ἐπιστήμη καὶ γνῶσις, « ἐπιστήμη δὲ εἶναι καὶ 
γνῶσιν » (Στρωμ. ἵν. VI, 439.44. ) 


Τὶ ὅμως ὑποδηλοῖ τοῦτο διὰ τὴν Χριστιανικὴν πίστ.ν, ἥτις γεν: 
νᾶται « ἐν χρόνῳ » καὶ διὰ τὴν ἑρμηνείαν τῶν Γραφῶν εἰς τὰς ὁποίας ἔχο- 
μεν π-ρατεθειµένους τοὺς λόγους καὶ τὰ ἔργα τοῦ Λόγου καὶ τοῦ Θελήματος 
τοῦ Θεοῦ εἰς τὴν οἰκονομικήν των ἐνέργειαν ἐντὸς τοῦ ἡμετέρου διαστήμα- 
τος καὶ χρόνου ; 

(a) Ὑποδηλοῖ ὅτι πρέπει νὰ προχωρήσωμεν πέραν τῆς πίστεως. 
᾿Ενταῦθα πρέπει νὰ παραδεχθῶμεν ὅτι ὁ Κλήμης δὲν παρουσιάζει συνοχήν. 
᾿Απορρίπτει τὴν διάκρισιν μεταξὺ πίστεως καὶ γνώσεως τὴν ὁποίαν ἐχά- 
ραξαν οἱ αἱρετικοὶ γνωστικοὶ ( Παιδαγ. I.VI, 25-26: 29-31 : Στρομ. 
Ν.ΙΙΗ.), διότι ἡ πίστις οὐδενὸς ἔχει χρείαν ἀλλ᾽ εἶναι τελεία ἐν ἑαυτῇ. "EE 
ἄλλου ὅμως ὁμιλεῖ περὶ τῆς γνώσεως ὡς ὑπερτερούσης τῆς πίστεως, «πλέ- 
ον δὲ ἐστὶν τοῦ πιστεῦσαι τὸ γνῶναι» (Στρωμ. ΝΙ.ΧΙν, 109.2), ἂν καὶ 
τοῦτο πιθανῶς σημαίνει ὅ,τι ὑποδηλοῦται ἐν τῷ κειμένῳ, « ἐὰν μὴ πιστεύ- 
σητε οὐδὲ μὴ συνῆτε» (᾿Ἠσαΐας ζ' : 9), διότι ἣ πίστις πρέπει νὰ ὁδηγῇ 
εἰς τὴν κατανόησιν. Τοῦτο ὅμως οὐδόλως εἶναι χεῖρον τῆς διακηρύξεως ὅτι 
ἡ ἐμπιστοσύνη εἶναι ὑπερτέρα τῆς πίστεως, «πλεῖον ἐστὶ τῆς πίστεως τὸ 
πεποιθέναι» (Στρωμ. V.XITI,85.2: νΠ.Η,5: Quis div. sal. 38). «Πίστις» 
αὐτὴ καθ’ ἑαυτὴ εἶναι ἐπίτομος γνῶσις τῶν οὐσιωδῶν στοιχείων, ἐνῷ 
«γνῶσις» εἶναι βεβαία καὶ ἰσχυρὰ ἀπόδειξις ἢ «κατάδειξις» (demonstration) 
τοῦ διὰ πίστεως λαμβανομένου (Στρωμ. VII.X,55,57.). Ὑπ’ αὐτὴν τὴν ἔν- 
νοιαν δύναται ὁ Κλήμης νὰ εἴπῃ ὅτι γνῶσις εἶναι ἢ τελείωσις τῆς πίστεως 
χωροῦσα πέραν τῆς κατηχητικῆς διδαχῆς, καὶ νὰ διακρίνῃ τὴν «κοινὴν πί- 
στιν» ἀπὸτὴνγνωστικὴνετελειότηταν(στρωμ.ν.Ιν,26.] : ΥΙΧΝΙΠΙ,165.1). 

Ἡ διδασκαλία ἐνταῦθα συνίσταται, εἰς τὴν διάκρισιν τοῦ Κλήμεν- 
τος μεταξὺ δύο εἰδῶν πίστεως. « πίστεως δ᾽ οὔσης διττῆς», τῆς πίστεως 
τοῦ ἁπλοῦ πιστοῦ καὶ τῆς πίστεως τοῦ ἐπιστήμονος τοιούτου, ἥτις τεί- 
νει νὰ εὐθυγραμμισθῇ πρὸς τὴν διαδεδομένην εἰς τὰ διάφορα φιλοσοφικὰ 
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σεως, ὅπως ἄλλωστε εἶναι πρόδηλον εἰς τοὺς ὄρους τοὺς ὁποίους χρησιμο- 
ποιεῖ ὁ Κλήμης «δοξαστικὴ πίστις» Kel εἐπιστημονικὴ πίστις». Συμφώνως 
πρὸς αὐτὸ ὁ Κλήμης χαράσσει μίαν διάκρισιν μεταξὺ δύο εἰδῶν γνώσεως, 
«διττὴ ἡ γνῶσις», μίαν δηλαδὴ κοινῶς καλουμένην γνῶσιν, ἥτις εἶναι ἔκδη - 
λος εἰς πάντας τοὺς ἀνθρώπους, ἥτις δὲν εἶναι παρὰ ἁπλῆ «πρόγνωσις» καὶ 
συνεπῶς δὲν πρέπει νὰ καλῆται κυριολεκτικῶς γνῶσις, ὥς φυσικῶς προερ- 
Χομένη διὰ τῶν αἰσθήσεων, καὶ τὴν ἄλλην ἥτις εἶναι «γνῶσις»; ἀκριβολο- 
γικῶς κτωμένη os φέρουσα τὴν ἀποτύπωσιν τοῦ λογικοῦ καὶ τῆς κρίσεως 
καὶ συνεπῶς ἀντίληψις οὖσα (cognition) τῶν νοητῶν πραγμάτων, ἀνα- 
τέλουσα ἀπὸ τῆς γυμνῆς δράσεως τῆς ψυχῆς, «κατὰ τὴν ψιλὴν τῆς ψυχῆς 
ἐνέργειαν» (Στρωμ. ΠΧΙ,48.1Η.: VIL3.1ff). Ἢ διάκρισις αὕτη ἔχει τὸ 
πλεονέκτημα νὰ ἐπερωτᾷ --ἐπὶ τῇ βάσει τῆς πίστεως ὡς λογικῆς συγκατα- 
βάσεως πρὸς τὴν ἀλήθειαν καὶ τῆς γνώσεως ἐκ τῆς ἀληθείας αὐτῆς καθ᾽ ἑ- 
αυτὴν--δλην τὴν προηγουμένην γνῶσιν ἥτις δὲν ἐγείρεται κατ᾽ αὐτὸν τὸν 
τρόπον, ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν συνδέεται μετὰ τοῦ χωρισμοῦ μεταξὺ τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ καὶ 
τοῦ νοητοῦ κόσμου καὶ ἔχει ὣς ἀποτέλεσμα τὸν ὑποβιβασμὸν τῆς πίστεως 
τοῦ ἁπλοῦ πιστοῦ εἰς ἁπλῆν γνώμην καὶ τὴν ἀπαίτησιν ὅτι πρέπει νὰ 
ὑποταχθῇ αὕτη εἰς ἐπιστημονικὴν μεταχείρισιν δι᾽ ἐπιστήμης, προτοῦ γί- 
νη ἀποδεκτὴ ὡς γνῶσις ἐν τῇ κυρίᾳ ἐννοίᾳ ( Στρωμ. VI.XVI,95). Ἡ τά- 
σις ἐνταῦθα εἶναι ὁ ὑπαινιγμὸς ὅτι πίστις εἶναι ἁπλῶς ἐγκόσμιός τις ἀπό- 
κρισις εἷς φαινόμενα, ἐνῷ γνῶσις εἶναι ἡ λογικὴ ἀπόκρισις, ἥτις χωρεῖ καθ᾽ 
ὁλοκληρίαν πέραν τοῦ κόσμου τούτου τῆς αἰσθήσεως καὶ τοῦ χρόνου εἰς 
ἐκεῖνο, τὸ ὁποῖον εἶναι ἄχρονον καὶ ἀῑδίως ἀληθές. Αὐτὴ εἶναι βεβαίως ἡ 
ἁπόρροια (implication), ἀλλὰ διὰ νὰ εἴμεθα δίκαιοι ἔναντι τοῦ Κλήμεντος, 
πρέπει νὰ σημειώσωμεν ὅτι ἔχει ἄλλας διακηρύξεις, αἱ ὁποῖαι ὑπαινίσσονται 
μίαν ἐμβριθῆ ἐσωτερικὴν σύνδεσιν μεταξὺ «πίστεως καὶ γνώσεως» ἡ ὁποία 
θὰ ἁπέρριπτεν οἰανδήποτε ὑποτίμησιν τῆς πίστεως ( Στρωμ. Π.Χ, 55Η.). 
Ἡ γνῶσις, λέγει ὁ Κλήμης, εἶναι «πιστὴ» καὶ ἡ πίστις γίνεται «γνωστὴ» 
διὰ μιᾶς θείας ἀμοιβαίας ἀνταποκρίσεως (a divine and reciprocal corres— 
pondance) «πιστὴ τοίνυν ἡ γνῶσις, γνωστὴ δὲ ἡ πίστις θείῃ τινὶ ἀκολου. 
θίᾳ τε καὶ ἀντακολουθίᾳ γίνεται» (Στρωμ. Π.1Υ,16.3 : συγκρ. V.LL1ff. : 
VILX, 55ff). 
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(B) Ἡ περὶ διττῆς γνώσεως Κλημέντειος διάκρισις ὑποδηλοῖ 
ἐπίσης, ὅτι πρέπει νὰ προοδεύσωμεν πέραν τῆς κοινῆς ἢ συνήθους ἑρμη- 
νείας τῆς Γραφῆς εἰς μίαν «μυστικὴν ἑρμηνείαν» ἥτις διεισδύει εἰς τὰ αἰώνια 
καὶ οὐράνια ἀρχέτυπα μιᾶς καθαρῶς νοητῆς σφαίρας. Οὕτως ἀντιστοιχοῦ- 
σα εἷς τὴν διττὴν πίστην καὶ διττὴν γνῶσιν ὑπάρχει, δέχεται ὁ Κλήμης, 
μία διττὴ σημασία ἐν τῇ Γραφῇ, ἡ συγγραφικὴ ἢ λεκτικὴ (literal) καὶ ἡ 
ἀσύγγραφος ἢ ἄλεκτος (non-literal), τῆς πρώτης ἀναφερομένης εἰς τὸ 
σῶμα καὶ εἰς τὴν σφαῖραν τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ, τῆς δὲ δευτέρας ἀναφερομένης εἰς 
τὴν ψυχὴν καὶ τὴν σφαῖραν τοῦ νοητοῦ. “Av καὶ ὁ Κλήμης δύναται ἐπίσης 
νὰ ὁμιλῇ περὶ τριπλῆς καὶ τετραπλῆς διαιρέσεως, ἀντιστοιχούσης εἰς τὰς 
ἐκ παραδόσεως διαιρέσεις τὰς εἰς τὰς τέχνας καὶ ἐπιστήμας κρατούσας, π.χ. 
τὴν ἠθικήν, φυσικὴν, μεταφυσικὴν καὶ διαλεκτικὴν (Στρωμ. IX XVITI,136), 
ἐντούτοις ὑπάρχει els τὴν σκέψιν του μία πρωταρχικὴ (primary) διαίρεσις, 
εἰς τὴν μίαν πλευρὰν τῆς ὁποίας τοποθετεῖ τὴν προφανῆ σημασίαν τοῦ 
γράμματος, τὴν εἰς πάντας διατεθειμένην διὰ τῆς κοινῆς ἀντιλήψεως, καὶ εἰς 
τὴν ἄλλην πλευρὰν τῆς ὁποίας τοποθετεῖ μίαν μυστικὴν καὶ κεκρυμμένην 
σημασίαν, προσιτὴν μόνον εἰς τοὺς ὀλίγους οἵτινες ἐξασκοῦν εγνωστικὰς» 
νουθεσίας, ἀγάπην καὶ ἐνατένισιν, ὁμοῦ μετ᾽ ἐπιστήμης(Στρωμ.Ι. ΙΧ, 43-45 
XXVIII, 1763179 : V.VI, 32-34: Χ, 60-66: VI.XV, 124-132: ΝΊΤ,1,1: 
XVI, 93: XVITI,111: Quis div. salvet. 5). 

Al Γραφαί, λοιπόν, ἔχουν ἕνα «παραβολικόν» χαρακτῆρα — τῆς 
«παραβολῆς» ὁριζομένης ὥς μεταφορικῆς ἀφηγήσεως ἔκ τινος πράγματος 
λαμβανομένης, ἥτις δὲν εἶναι τὸ κύριον ὑποκείμενον ἀλλὰ ἀνταποκρίνεται 
πρὸς αὐτὸ δι᾽ ὁμοιότητός τινος, ὁδηγοῦσα οὕτως ἐκεῖνον ὁ ὁποῖος τὴν 
ἀναλαμβάνει εἰς τὸ ἀληθὲς καὶ κύριον πρᾶγμα. Οὕτως ἡ προφητεία τῆς 
Π.Δ., ἐνῷ διεκήρυσσεν ἰδέας πέραν τοῦ πλήθους, ἔδωκεν εἰς τὰ σημαινόμενα 
πράγματα ἕνα σχῆμα, «ἐσχημάτιζε τὰ σημαινόμενα», δι 
ἐκφράσεων ἱκανῶν νὰ ὁδηγήσουν εἰς ἄλλας συλλήψεις ( Στρωμ. VI. XV, 
126.4: 127.4). Αὐτὰ τὰ πράγματα ἦσαν κεκαλυμμένα ἐν παραβολαῖς ὡς 
μυστήρια διατηρηθέντα δι’ ἐκλεκτοὺς ἀνθρώπους, εἰς τοὺς ὁποίους ἐπετρέ- 
πετο νὰ τὰ γνωρίσουν ἐπὶ τῇ βάσει τῆς πίστεώς των. Παρομοίως καὶ ὁ 
Κύριος ὁ ἴδιος, ὅστις, ἂν καὶ δὲν ἦτο ἐξ αὐτοῦ τοῦ κόσμον, ἦλθεν μεταξὺ 
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τῶν ἀνθρώπων ὡς ἐκ τούτου τοῦ κόσμου, διότι αὐτὸς ἦτο ὁ Φορεὺς πά- 
σης ὑπεροχῆς (excellence) καθὼς σκοπός Του ἦτο νὰ ὁδηγήση τὸν ἄν- 
θρωπον, τὸ θετὸν τέκνον τοῦ κόσμου, ἄνω, εἰς τὰς νοητὰς καὶ κυρίους 
πραγματικότητας, διὰ γνώσεως ἀπὸ κόσμου εἰς κόσμον ( Στρωμ. VILXV 
126. 24.) Ἡ Γραφή, διὰ τῆς ὁποίας ἡ διδασκαλία Του παραδίδεται εἰς ἡ- 
μᾶς, εἶναι προσιτὴ ἀπὸ ὅλους τοὺς ἀνθρώπους, ὅταν λαμβάνηται συμφώ- 
vos πρὸς τὴν γυμνὴν μελέτην, κατὰ τὴν ψιλὴν ἀνάγνωσιν, 
καὶ αὐτὸ εἶναι πίστις, καταλαμβάνουσα τὴν θέσιν τῶν doydv(rudiments) , 
καὶ ἀνακοινουμένη εἰς ἡμᾶς σχηματικῶς, « πρὸς τὸ γράμμα ἀνάγνωσις ». 
᾿Αλλὰ τὸ γνωστικὸν ἄνοιγμα τῶν Γραφῶν μετὰ τῆς προόδου τῆς πίστεως, 
επροκοπτούσης THS πίστεως ἤδη», ὁμοιάζει πρὸς ἀναγνώρισιν κατὰ τὰς 
συλλαβάς, ἤτοι κατὰ τὰ « συνδεδεμένα » γράμματα ( Στρωμ. 
VI.XV, 131.3). "Αλλοι μὲν βλέπουν εἰς τὸν κανόνα τῆς Γραφῆς τὰς ἐκφρά- 
σεις καὶ τὰς λέξεις, ἄλλοι δὲ διορθῶσι τὰς ἰδέας καὶ τὰ πράγματα «τὰ ὑπὸ 
τῶν ὀνομάτων » δηλαδὴ λέξεων, « δηλούμενα » (Στρωμ. ΥΙ.ΧΝ, 132.3). 

“Ws παράδειγµα τούτου, ἀναφέρεται ὁ Κλήμης εἰς τὰς λέξεις τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ 
πρὸς τὸν Πέτρον καὶ δὴ εἰς τὸ γεγονὸς ὅτι σὰρξ καὶ αἷμα δὲν ἁπεκάλυ - 
wav τὴν ἀλήθειαν εἰς αὐτόν, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ Πατήρ Του ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς, καὶ 
προσθέτει : δεικνύουσαι (αἱ λέξεις) ὅτι ὁ «γνωστικὸς» ἀνεγνώρισεν τὸν Yie 
dv τοῦ Παντοκράτορος οὐχὶ διὰ τῆς ἐν μήτρᾳ συλληφθείσης σαρκός Του 
ἀλλὰ δι’ αὐτῆς τῆς δυνάμεως τοῦ Πατρός Του (Στρωμ. VI.XV,132.4) 

Συνεπῶς, ὅταν εἰς τὸ “Quis dives salvetur?” ἐξηγῇ ὁ Κλήμης ἐπὶ μακρὸν 
τοὺς λόγους τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ (Μαρκ. 1’: 17-31) τὰς προλογίζει τονίζων ὅτι 
ἐφ᾽ ὅσον ὁ Χριστός, οὐδὲν ἐδίδαξεν κατ᾽ ἀνθρώπινον ἁπλῶς τρόπον ἀλλὰ 
μόνον διὰ μιᾶς θείας καὶ μυστικῆς σοφίας, δὲν πρέπει νὰ ἀκούωμεν τοὺς 
λόγους Του κατὰ σαρκικὸν τρόπον, μὴ σαρκικῶς ἀκροᾶσθαι 
τῶν λεγομένων, ἀλλὰ νὰ ἐρευνῶμεν καὶ νὰ κατακτῶμεν τὴν κε, 
κρυμμένην των σημασίαν, τὸν ἐν αὐτοῖς κεκρυμμένον 
you, διὰ καταλλήλου ἀνακρίσεως καὶ ἀντιλήψεως. Διὰ τῶν λόγων αὐ- 
τῶν ἐννοεῖ ὁ Κλήμης, ὅτι οἱ λόγοι τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ, παρὰ τὴν φαινομενικήν των 
ἁπλότητα, ἔχουν ὄπισθεν αὐτῶν ἕνα ἀμέτρητον πεδίον προθέσεως ἢ σκο- 
ποῦ (measureless range of intention), «διὰ τὴν ὑπερβάλλον: 
σαν τῆς φρονήσεως ἐν αὐτοῖς ὑπερβολήν», καὶ συ- 
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νεπῶς δὲν πρέπει νὰ τοὺς δίδωμεν μίαν ἐπιφανειακὴν ἁπλῶς ἑρμηνείαν ἀλ- 
λὰ ν᾽ ἀνοίγωμεν διόδους πρὸς τὸ βάθος τῶν ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν σημαινομένων 
πραγμάτων. Ἡ γλῶσσα ὅμως τὴν ὁποίαν χρησιμοποιεῖ, διὰ νὰ ἐκφράση 
αὐτὸ τὴν ὁποίαν ἐδανείσθη ἀπὸ τὴν Πυθαγόρειον διάκρισιν μεταξὺ ἀκρο- 
ατῶν, ἀκουσματικῶν, καὶ μαθητῶν, μαθηματικῶν, (Στρωμ. 
V.IX, 59.1) δεικνύει ὅτι ἐργάζεται ἐνταῦθα διὰ δριμείας διαχωρίσεως 
(disjunction) τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ καὶ τοῦ νοητοῦ κόσμου (Quis div. salv. 
5,18,20,26,27.). Αὐτὸ ἀκριβῶς προὐξένησε τὴν ἐμφάνισιν τῆς ἀπόψεως, 
ὅτι ἀκόμη καὶ αἱ ἁπλαῖ διακηρύξεις τοῦ Χριστοῦ δὲν εἶναι τόσον εὐθείας 
ὅσον πλαγίας (oblique) καὶ αἰνιγματικῆς σημασίας καὶ συνεπῶς πρέπει 
νὰ ὑποβληθοῦν εἰς ἀλληγορικὴν ἑρμηνείαν. 

᾿Ενταῦθα ὅμως δὲν ἀσχολούμεθα κυρίως ἐπὶ τοῦ ἐρωτήματος τῆς 
βιβλικῆς ἑρμηνείας, ἀλλὰ ἐπὶ τῶν βασικῶν προβλημάτων τῆς γνώσεως καὶ 
γλώσσης τοῦ Θεοῦ εἰς τὴν Χριστιανικὴν πίστιν. ᾿Αλλὰ τοῦ Κλήμεντος ἡ 
βιβλικὴ ἑρμηνεία δεικνύει ὅτι ἡ ἰδική του κατανόησις τοῦ Βιβλικοῦ μηνύμα- 
τος μεταφέρει ἐν ἑαυτῇ τὴν ἀπειλὴν τῆς αὐτοαποσυνθέσεως (disintegration) , 
διότι ὁ ὑποτεθεὶς «χωρισμὸς» μεταξὺ τῶν κόσμων τοῦ νοητοῦ καὶ τοῦ al. 
σθητοῦ τείνει σταϑερῶς εἰς τὴν ἀποκοπὴν τοῦ δεσμοῦ μεταξὺ τῆς θείας 
«οἰκονομίας » καὶ τῆς θείας « προνοίας», καὶ συνεπῶς εἰς τὴν ἀποσυνδετο- 
ποίησιν (to cut adrift) τῆς οἰκονομικῆς κατανοήσεως τῶν εἰς τὴν ἱστορίαν 
τῶν διαθηκῶν ἐκφερομένων λόγων καὶ ἔργων τοῦ Θεοῦ ἀπὸ τῆς τελικῆς 
καὶ μονίμου ἐκπληρώσεως τοῦ θείου Θελήματος καὶ τῆς θείας Σοφίας εἰς τὴν 
χρονικὴν καὶ ἐξηρτημένην ἀνθρωπίνην ὕπορξιν, 

Ὁ συμφυὴς πρὸς τὴν Κλημέντειον πορείαν κίνδυνος ἐμφανίζεται 
καθαρώτερον ὡς ἀκολούθως, Ἡ κίνησις τῆς εγνωστικῆς» ψυχῆς εἰς τὴν 
ἀποχώρησίν της ἀπὸ τοῦ σώματος καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ κόσμου τούτου, ἢ εἰς τὴν 
πτῆσιν της ἐντὸς ὀντότητος νοητῆς πρὸς ἀφομοίωσίν της (assimilated) 
ὑπὸ τοῦ νοὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ (ὅρα Στρωμ. ΥΠ.1Π1,13 : VII,40,44.) περιλαμβά- 
ver μίαν προοδευτικὴν dqalpeciv(abstraction) ἀπὸ τῆς δομῆς τοῦ διαστή- 
ματος (χώρου καὶ χρόνου) (the space-time structure) τῆς ὀντότητός 
μας καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ εἴδους τῆς γνώσεως ἡ ὁποία μᾶς δίδεται ἐν τῇ κτισθείσῃ 
αὐτῇ διατάξει διὰ τῆς συγκαταβάσεως τοῦ Θεοῦ. Ἐνῷ ὁ Κλήμης δέχεται 
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σαφῶς ὅτι ἡ «πρόνοια» ἔχει ἔλθει εἰς ἡμᾶς ἐκ Θεοῦ κινητοποιηθεῖσα ὑπὸ 
τοῦ θείου ἐλέους, ἐξ αἰτίας τῆς ἀδυναμίας ἡμῶν καὶ φανεροῦται ε ἐν οἰκο- 
νομίᾳ» δι᾽ αὐτὸν τὸν σκοπόν, ἐν τούτοις εἶναι ἀνήσυχος μήπως καὶ θεωρη- 
OF] αὕτη ὡς «ὑπηρετική», ὡς ἐὰν δηλαδὴ ὑπηνίσσετο κάποιο σχῆμα KaTwa 
τερότητος ἢ ὑποτελείας (Στρωμ. VII.VII, 42) . "Αλλοις λόγοις δὲν θέλει 
ὁ Κλήμης νὰ δεχθῇ ὅτι τὸ σχῆμα τοῦ δούλου (the servant-form) 
τῆς θείας οἰκονομίας περιλαμβάνει τὸ θεῖον Ὃν αὐτὸ καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸ διὰ τῆς 
ἐνσαρκώσεως εἰς τὴν ἐν χώρῳ καὶ χρόνῳ διαταχθεῖσαν ζωήν μας. Ὅθεν 
παραδέχεται, ἀντιστρόφως πρὸς αὐτό, ὅτι ἡ ἀληθὴς γνῶσις περιλαμβάνει 
μίαν κίνησιν ἀφαιρέσεως ἀπὸ τῆς διαστημικοχρονικῆς δομῆς τῆς ἀρχικῆς 
μας (initial) γνώσεως. ᾿Εκκινοῦσα δι᾽ ἀναλύσεως τῶν ὑποκειμένων πραγ- 
ματικοτήτων, ἀφαιρεῖ ἀπὸ τὸ σῶμα τὰ φυσικά του προσόντα (the physical 
properties) καὶ ἀπορρίπτει τὰς διαστάσεις τοῦ βάθους, τοῦ πλάτους καὶ 
τοῦ μήκους. Τὸ σημεῖον τὸ ὁποῖον ἀπομένει, λέγει ὁ Κλήμης, εἶναι μία «μο- 
vas» (unit) ἔχουσα, οὕτως εἰπεῖν, τόπον, ἀλλ᾽ ἐὰν ἀπομακρύνωμεν τὸν 
τόπον αὐτὸν μόνη ἡ μονὰς παραμένει εἰς τὴν σκέψιν μας. Kat’ αὐτὸν τὸν 
τρόπον, ἀξιοῖ ὁ Κλήμης, ὅτι πρέπει νὰ ἀφαϊιρέσωμεν ὅλο τὸ σωματικὸν καὶ 
ἀσώματον (corporeal and non-corporeal) καὶ νὰ ἐμπιστευθῶμεν ἑαυτοὺς 
ἐπὶ τῆς μεγαλωσύνης τοῦ Χριστοῦ καὶ κατόπιν, διὰ τῆς ἁγιότητος, ἐπὶ τῆς 
χασμωμένης (!) ἀπεραντωσύνης (yawning imensity), εἰς τὸ ἀχα- 
ν ἐς, καὶ τοιουτοτρόπως νὰ πλησιάσωμεν κάπως σύλληψίν τινα τοῦ Παντο- 
δυνάμου, «γνωρίζοντες, οὐχὶ τί εἶναι ἀλλὰ τί δὲν εἶναι ὁ Θεός». Σχῆμα καὶ 
κίνησις, στάσις ἢ θρόνος ἢ τόπος, δεξιὰ χεὶρ ἢ ἀριστερὰ χεὶρ δὲν πρέπει 
ποτὲ νὰ θεωρηθῶσιν as ἀνήκοντα εἰς τὸν Πατέρα τοῦ σύμπαντος ἂν καὶ 
αὐτὰ τὰ πράγματα εἶναι γεγραμμένα (Στρωμ. VXI, 71.1ff.). 
᾿Αναμφιβόλως ὑπάρχει µία ἐμβριθὴς ἀλήθεια ἥτις πρέπει νὰ διατη- 
ρηθῇ ἐνταῦθα, διότι ὁ Θεὸς εἶναι μεγαλύτερος πάσης διανοήσεως. “Όλαι αἱ 
διακηρύξεις ἡμῶν περὶ αὐτοῦ, ἀδιάφορον κατὰ πόσον εἶναι ἀληθεῖς, εἶναι 
ἀνεπαρκεῖς περὶ Αὐτοῦ καὶ δὲν δύνανται, παρὰ νὰ κατευθύνουν πέραν ἑαυ- 
τῶν. Πράγματι ἐὰν δὲν ἦσαν τοιαῦται, δὲν θὰ ἦσαν ἀληθεῖς. Συνεπῶς μία 
πραγματικὴ ἀντίθεσις μεταξὺ τῶν διακηρύξεων καὶ τοῦ Ὄντος τοῦ Θεοῦ, 
πρὸς τὸν ὁποῖον κατευθύνουν, πρέπει νὰ εἶναι μέρος τῆς ἀληθείας των ἢ 
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τῆς καταλληλότητός των. Ἐν τούτοις ἐὰν «ὁ Θεὸς ἐν τῇ αἰωνίᾳ Του μετα- 
φυσικότητι καὶ προτεραιότητι » (transcendence and antecedence) δὲν 
συγκρατηθῇ διηνεκῶς μετὰ τοῦ «Θεοῦ ὅπως τὸν γνωρίζομεν ἐν τῇ οἰκονο- 
μικῇ Του συγκαταβάσει πρὸς τὴν ἰδικήν μας ἀδυναμίαν ἐν Χριστῷ ᾿Ιησοῦ», 
ἡ γνῶσίς μας δὲν δύναται παρὰ νὰ διαμελισθῇ. Αὐτὴ εἶναι ἡ δυσκολία τοῦ 
χωρισμοῦ μεταξὺ δύο σφαιρῶν σκέψεως, τὸ ὅτι ἀπειλεῖ νὰ διαχωρίσῃ παν- 
τελῶς τὴν γνῶσιν ἀπὸ τῆς δομῆς τῆς πίστεως ἐν χώρῳ καὶ χρόνῳ καὶ 
τοῦτο ἐν τῇ ἐξελίξει δὲν δύναται παρὰ νὰ εἶναι μία ἀντιφατικὴ καὶ κενὴ 
κίνησις σκέψεως, καθ᾽ ὅσον μετακινεῖ τὸ ἔδαφος ἐπὶ τοῦ ὁποίου ἀνεπαύθη 
ἡ γνῶσις ἐν ἀρχῇ καὶ τὸ ὁποῖον χρειάζεται αὕτη, διὰ νὰ εἶναι μία πραγ- 
ματικὴ κίνησις λογικῆς σκέψεως. Βεβαίως ἑκάστη κίνησις τῆς « γνωστικῆς 
ψνχῆς », ἀποκεκομμένης ἀπὸ πάσης περιπλοκῆς της ἐν χώρῳ καὶ χρόνῳ, 
πρὸς πτῆσιν ἐντὸς τῆς ἀσπίλου λογικῆς ὑπάρξεως, κατὰ τὴν ὁποίαν δὲν 
γνωρίζει τί εἶναι ὁ Θεός, εἶναι δεῖγμα μιᾶς ἁποσπάσεως ἀπὸ τῆς ἱστορικῆς 
ἀποκαλύψεως τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐν ταῖς ᾿Αγίαις Γραφαῖς -- καὶ συνεπῶς ἀπὸ ὅλην 
τὴν οἰκονομίαν, Πῶς δύναται ν᾽ ἀντιμετωπίσῃ αὐτὴν τὴν κατάστασιν ὁ 
Κλήμης ;; ᾿Ασφαλῶς χρειάζεται κάτι περισσότερον ἀπὸ τὴν θεωρίαν του περὶ 
« προνοίας ». 

Αὐτὸ τὸ εὑρίσκει εἰς τὴν αἰωνιότητα καὶ προϑπαρξιν τοῦ Λόγου ἢ 
Υἱοῦ. -- ᾿Εκεῖνος ὁ ὁποῖος ἀποκαλύπτει 'Εαυτὸν εἰς ἡμᾶς ἐν Χριστῷ ᾿Ιησοῦ, 
καὶ ἐν Αὐτῷ ἀποκαλύπτει τὸν Πατέρα, δὲν εἶναι κανεὶς ἄλλος, εἰμὴ ὁ αἰώ- 
νιος Σύμβουλος καὶ ἡ αἰωνία Σοφία τοῦ ὑπερβατικοῦ καὶ ἀνεκφράστου Θεοῦ. 
Είναι ὁ προὼν λόγος ἢ προὼν σωτήρ, δηλαδὴ 6 ὑπάρ- 
χων ἐν τῷ ὑπάρχοντι, «ὁ ἐν τῷ Ὄντι “Ws ἤτοι ἐν τῷ Θεῷ τῷ ᾿ἰδίῳ, ὁ 
Λόγος ὅστις ἦτο «πρὸς τὸν Θεόν», δηλαδὴ μετὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ, ὅστις ἔχει ἂλθει 
μεταξὺ ἡμῶν καὶ ὅστι5 εἶναι «Θεός τε καὶ ἄνθρωπος (Προτρ. I, 7.1f. : ὅρα 
ἐπίσης Strom. ΥΠ.Π6,7, etc.)., Αὐτὸ σημαίνει ὅτι ἡ καθόλου ἐνέργεια 
τοῦ Υἱοῦ καὶ Λόγου ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἐν TH ἀνθρωπίνῃ Του οἰκονομίᾳ ἀναφέ- 
ρῆται ἐπὶ τοῦ Παντοδυνάμου, «πᾶσα δὲ Κυρίου ἐνέργεια ἐπὶ τὸν Παντο- 
κράτορα τὴν ἀναφορὰν ἔχει», οὕτως ὥστε ὁ Υἱὸς εἶναι, οὕτως εἰπεῖν, μία 
ἐνέργεια τοῦ Πατρός, « καὶ ἐστὶν cos εἰπεῖν πατρική τις ἐνέργεια ὁ Υἱὸς » 
(Στρωμ. ΝΗ.Π,7). Τὸ ἀποτέλεσμα θὰ ἔπρεπε νὰ ἧτο ἡ ἀπόδοσις εἰς τὴν 
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χρονικὴν οἰκονομίαν ἀντικειμενικῆς καὶ μονίμου ἐγκυρότητος ἐν τῷ αἰωνίῳ 
θελήματι τοῦ Θεοῦ, καὶ συνεπῶς ἡ ἐμφύτευσις τῆς διαστημικοχρονικῶς ὑπο- 
διαταχθείσης κατανοήσεως τῆς πίστεως (the structured conceptuality of 
faith in space and time) ἐν τῷ νῷ καὶ τῷ ἔργῳ τοῦ Θεοῦ τοῦ ἰδίου. ᾿Αλλὰ 
πῶς πρέπει νὰ κατανοηθῇ ἡ ἀναφορὰ αὕτη, ἐὰν προὐποθέσωμεν ἕνα ριζι- 
κὸν «χωρισμὸν» μεταξὺ τῶν κόσμων τῆς αἰσθητῆς ὑπάρξεως καὶ τῆς κα- 
ϑαρᾶς λογικῆς ὀντότητος, τοῦ Θεοῦ τοῦ ᾿Ιδίου ὑπερυψωμένου πέραν τούτου; 

Ὑπάρχει πολλὴ μικρὰ ἀμφιβολία, ὅτι ἡ παραδοχὴ αὐτοῦ τοῦ 
« χωρισμοῦ » εἶχεν ὡς ἀποτέλεσμα τὴν « διάϑλάσιν» ἢ ἀλλαγὴν κατευ- 
θύνσεως (refracting) τῆς ἀναφορᾶς τῆς διαστημικοχρονικῆς οἰκονομικῆς 
ἐνεργείας ἐπὶ τοῦ αἰωνίου θελήματος τοῦ Θεοῦ, καὶ συνεπῶς τὴν διάθλασιν 
τῆς σχέσεως, ἥτις ὑφίσταται εἰς τὴν ἡμετέραν γνῶσιν τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐν τῇ δια- 
στημικοχρονικῇ δομῇ πρὸς τὴν ὑπερδιαστημικοχρονικὴν ὀντότητα τοῦ Θε- 
ov. Εἰς τὴν πραγματικότητα ἡ παραδοχὴ αὕτη εἰσάγει μίαν συσχέτισιν 
διαφορετικοῦ εἴδους, τὴν σχέσιν δηλαδὴ τῆς «εἰκόνος» πρὸς τὸ «ἀρχέτυπον» 
καὶ τῆς « σκιᾶς » πρὸς τὴν « ἀλήθειαν » ( τουτέστιν πραγματικότητα ) 
(ξτρωμ. Υ.ΧΙΝ, 944 : VILVIT, 58.3 :; 50,3, etc.). ᾿Εὰν ὠθήσωμεν τὸν 
εχωρισμὸν» εἰς τὸ ἀκρότατον ἢ ἀπόλυτόν του ὅριον, μεταξὺ τοῦ κόσμου 
αἰσθητοῦ καὶ τοῦ κόσμου νοητοῦ, αὐτὸ θὰ σημαίνῃ ὅτι τὰ σημεῖα, αἱ λέ- 
ξεις, al διακηρύξεις, αἱ εἰκόνες καὶ αἱ ἰδέαι αἵτινες ἐγείρονται ἐντὸς τοῦ κό- 
σμου τούτου ἔχουν μόνον ἐγκόσμιον (this-wordly) ἀναφοράν, «πρὸς τὰ 
φαινόμενα σύμβολα» (συγκρ. Στρωμ. V.VI, 32.2), ἀλλὰ ὁ Κλήμης δὲν τὸν 
Ωθεῖ μέχρις αὐτοῦ τοῦ ὁρίου. Ὑπάρχει βεβαίως τόπος καὶ διὰ τὰ ἀναφε- 
ρόμενα πέραν τοῦ κόσμον τούτου σύμβολα, μάλιστα δὲ διὰ τὰ σύμβολα 
διπλῆς ἀναφορᾶς, ἀναφορᾶς εἰς πράγματα ἐν τῷ αἰσθητῷ καὶ ἐν τῷ νοητῷ 
κόσμῳ, οὕτως ὥστε ὁ κατέχων τὸ δῶρον τῆς κατανοήσεως δύναται νὰ με- 
ταβῇ ἀπὸ τῶν μὲν εἰς τὰ δὲ (Στρωμ. V.VI, 37-40 : ΝΙ.ΧΙ, 86-87). Ὑ- 
πάρχει μία συνθήκη ἥτις ἐκτείνεται ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἕως τῆς γῆς 
καὶ ὑπάρχει μία ἔμφυτος πρὸς οὐρανὸν κοινωνία ἐν αὐτῷ τῷ 
ἰδίῳ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ (Στρωμ. V.VI,32.2 : Προτρεπ. 11,25.9). ᾿Αληθῶς ὁ ἄν- 
θρωώπος ἐν ἑαυτῷ εἶναι μία εἰκὼν κτισθεῖσα κατὰ τὸ οὐράνιον ἀρ χ ἐ- 
τυπον (Προτρ. XIII, 120.4). Ἔν τούτοις ἡ διάθλασις μεταξὺ τῶν δύο 
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κόσμων εἶναι πολὺ καταστρεπτική, διότι σημαίνει ὅτι « γνησία γνῶσις » 
δύναται νὰ ἐπιτευχθῆ μόνον διὰ διαβάσεως ὄπισθεν τῶν εἰκόνων καὶ τῶν 
συμβόλων ἢ δι᾽ ὁλοκληρωτικῆς των ὑπερβάσεως ἐφ᾽ ὅσον εἶναι ἀποσπαθεῖ- 
σαι Kal καταναλισκόμεναι (detachable and expendable) ἀντανακλάσεις ἢ 
εἰκόνες τοῦ πραγματικοῦ κόσμου, ὅστις εἶναι νοητός. Αὐτὸ περιλαμβάνει 
«τὸ τῆς συμβολικῆς ἑρμηνείας εἶδος» τὸ ὁποῖον, ὁ Κλήμης ἀξιοῖ, θὰ εἶναι 
πολὺ χρήσιμον ὥς βοήθημα «πρὸς τὴν ὀρθὴν θεολογίαν καὶ τὴν εὐσέβειαν» 
(Στρωμ. IV.1,3.2) ἀλλὰ εἰς τὴν πραγματικότητα καθιστᾷ τὴν θεολογίαν 
προβληματικήν. Ἔχει τὸ πλεονέκτημα τοῦ ὅτι δέχεται, ὅπως ἔχομεν παρα- 
τηρήσει, ὅτι ὁ Θεὸς εἶναι ὑπεράνω ὅλου τοῦ κόσμου, ἀκόμη καὶ τοῦ νοητοῦ, 
καὶ ὅτι δύναται νὰ δηλώση ἐπιπροσθέτως ὅτι διὰ τοῦ Υἱοῦ, ὅστις εἶναι ἡ 
αἰωνία Σοφία καὶ ὁ αἰώνιος Λόγος τοῦ Θεοῦ, ὅλα τὰ κτισθέντα πράγματα 
εἰκονοποιοῦνται (are imaged forth) ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀοράτου Θεοῦ, διότι Αὐτὸς 
διεµόρφωσε, ἐξ Αὐτοῦ (after Himself) πᾶσαν ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ ἐξαρτωμένην ὕπαρ- 
ξιν, «τετύπωκεν δὲ τὰ μεθ᾽ ἑαυτὴν ἅπαντα γενόμενα» (Στρωμ. V.VI, 38. 6f.). 
᾿Αλλ᾽ ὑποδηλοῖ ὅτι ἦλθεν εἰς στενωτέραν σχέσιν πρὸς τὸν κόσμον μας «ἐν- 
δυόμενος τὴν οἰκονομίαν ὡς ἔνδυμα» καὶ ὅτι διὰ νὰ ἐπιτρέψῃ εἰς τὸν νοη- 
τὸν κόσμον ἔπρεπε νὰ τὴν ἀπεκδυθῇ. Παρομοίως, προσθέτει ὁ Κλήμης, ὁ 
πιστεύων εἰς Αὐτὸν ἐνδύεται καὶ ἀπεκδύεται τὸ ἱερὸν τοῦτο ἔνδυμα, ἐγκα- 
ταλείπων ὄπισθέν του τὸν κόσμον τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ ( Στρωμ. V.VI, 39-40.). 

Ὅσον ἀφορᾷ τὴν ἐρμηνείαν τῶν Γραφῶν ἡ δυσκολία εἰς τὰς ἀπό- 
ψεις τοῦ Κλήμεντος γίνεται φανερὰ διὰ τῆς διακηρύξεως ὅτι ἡ βιβλικὴ 
γλῶσσα δὲν εἶναι μόνον «συμβολικὴ» (figurative) ἀλλ᾽ «αἰνιγματική». Ἡ 
διάϑλασις ἡ εἰσαχθεῖσα εἰς τὴν σχέσιν μεταξὺ τῶν σημείων καὶ τῶν σημαι- 
νομένων πραγμάτων διὰ τοῦ χωρισμοῦ ἀποδίδει εἰς τὰς Γραφὰς μίαν «πα- 
ραβολικήν», «μεταφορικὴν» ἢ «τροπικὴν» ἔννοιαν -- τῆς τροπῆς ὁρι- 
ζομένης ὡς ἀποχωρήσεως ἀπὸ τῆς κατ᾽ εὐθεῖαν ἐννοίας, πα ρατροπὴ 
παρὰ τὸ ὀρθόν, ἢ ἑνὸς σχήματος λόγου μεταφερθέντος ἀπὸ τ ο ῦ 
κυρίου ἐπὶ τὸ μὴ κύριον (Στρωμ. ΥΙ.ΧΥ, 129.29 συγκριν. 
126.3ff.). ᾿Αλλὰ πέραν τούτου συμπεριλαμβάνεται εἰς τὰ βιβλικὰ συγγράμ- 
ματα, διότι ἐν αὐτοῖς δίδεται μία στ ροφὴ εἰς τὸ γραμματικὸν σημεῖον 
(the verbal sign) οὕτως ὥστε ἡ προτιθεµένη σημασία ἀποκρύπτεται ὅπι- 
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σθέν του καλῶς, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο χρειάζεται μία εἰδικὴ ἐνόρασις ἐντὸς τῶν 
« στροφῶν τῶν λόγων καὶ τῶν λύσεων τῶν αἰνιγμάτων » ( Στρωμ. 
VI.XX,92.3) ἐὰν πρόκηται νὰ γίνῃ ἡ σημασία κατανοητή, 

Ὅσον ἀφορᾷ τὴν κατανόησιν τῆς «οἰκονομίας» τοῦ Κλήμεντος, αἱ 
φιλοσοφικαί του παραδοχαὶ ἔχουν ws ἀποτέλεσμα νὰ καθιστοῦν προσωρι- 
νὸν (transcient) τὸ ἐν αὐτῇ χρονικὸν στοιχεῖον, διότι ἡ οἰκονομία τείνει 
νὰ γίνῃ μόνον τὸ παροδικὸν σχῆμα ( the passing form) τὸ ὁποῖον Aape 
βάνει τὸ ἔργον τοῦ Υἱοῦ καθὼς ἐνδύεται καὶ «διατρέχει» τὴν ἀνθρωπότητά 
μας (Qui div. salv. 8, 364.) καὶ ἐπιστρέφει πρὸς τὸν Πατέρα. Δι᾽ ἄλλων 
λόγων ἡ βασικὴ σπουδαιότης τῆς οἰκονομίας ἀλλάσσει, διότι ἀντὶ ν᾿ ἀνα- 
φέρεται κυρίως (properly) εἰς μίαν σώζουσαν κίνησιν ἐν τῇ ἱστορίᾳ ἀπὸ 
τῆς μιᾶς Διαθήκης εἰς τὴν ἄλλην, ὅπως συνεκεντρώθη καὶ ἐξεπληρώθη ἐξ 
ὁλοκλήρου εἰς τὴν ἐνσάρκωσιν καὶ τὸ ἔργον τοῦ Χριστοῦ, εἶναι ἁπλῶς ἡ 
πρόσκαιρος ἀντανάκλασις τοῦ ἀχρόνου ὑποδείγματος (pattern) τῆς θείας 
«προνοίας». Εἰς αὐτὸ τὸ γεγονός, ἐκπλήρωσις τῆς προφητείας σημαίνει ἁ- 
πλῶς, ὅτι τὸ φῶς τῆς ᾿Αληθείας, ὁ Λόγος, διασπᾷ τὴν μυστικὴν ἡσυχίαν 
τῶν προφητικῶν αἰνιγμάτων διὰ τῆς μεταποιήσεώς του εἰς Εὐαγγέλιον 
(«τῶν προφητικῶν αἰνιγμάτων τὴν μυστικὴν ἀπολύσηται σιωπὴν εὐαγγέ- 
λιον γενόμενος», I. 10, J) καὶ ὅτι διὰ τῆς παρουσίας τοῦ Υἱοῦ ἀπολύονται 
τὰ νήματα τῆς Παλαιοδιαθηκικῆς οἰκονομίας διὰ τῆς ἀποκαλύψεως τῆς ση- 
μασία5 τῶν συμβόλων (Στρωμ. V.VIII,55.3)). “Όθεν, ὅταν ὁ Κλήμης πα- 
ραθέτῃ ἕναν ἐκκλησιαστικὸν κανόνα διὰ τὴν ἑρμηνείαν τῶν Γραφῶν, «κατὰ 
τὴν ἁρμονίαν τοῦ νόμου καὶ τῶν προφητῶν ἐν τῇ διαθήκῃ τῇ παραδο- 
θείσῃ ὑπὸ τοῦ Κυρίου ἐν τῇ παρουσίᾳ Του», ἐννοεῖ τοῦτον κατὰ τὴν πα- 
ράδοσιν τῆς συμβολικῆς ἑρμηνείας ἥτις προέρχεται ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ (Στρωμ. 
VI.XV,125.2f.: Quis div. sal. 5.). Ὁ Κλήμης ἐπιμένει ὅτι ἡ ἀνθρωπίνη 
οἰκονομία τοῦ Σωτῆρος δὲν εἶναι μῦθος ἢ παραβολὴ ( Στρωμ. Ι.Χ], 52. 
1-2 : XVIII.88. 5-6 : ΝΙΧΝ,27.1) ἀλλὰ ὅταν τὴν τοποθετῆ ἐντὸς τῶν πλαι- 
σίων τοῦ «χωρισμοῦ» μεταξὺ τῶν κόσμων τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ καὶ τοῦ νοητοῦ 
γίνεται παρομοία πρὸς μῦθον. ᾿Επὶ πλέον αὐτὸ συνδέεται στενώτατα μετὰ 
τῆς περὶ τοῦ γνωστικοῦ θεωρίας του, τοῦ ὁποίου ὁ πρόπος ζωῆς 
παριστᾶται cs εἶδος «ἀντιστροφῆς» τῆς θείας προνοίας ἢ ὡς μία ἐπιστρο- 
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φὴ τῆς προνοίας πρὸς ἑαυτόν, ( «ἀντιστροφὴ» Στρωμ. VIT.VII,42) . Βε- 
βαίως χρησιμοποιεῖ γνωστικὴν μυθικὴν γλῶσσαν διὰ νὰ ὁμιλήση περὶ τῆς 
διασπορᾶς τῶν σπερμάτων τοῦ φωτὸς ἐν τῷ αἰσθητῷ κόσμῳ καὶ τὴν ἐπα, 
νασυλλογήν των εἰς τὸν Θεόν, τὴν πηγὴν τοῦ φωτός, ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν χρησιμο. 
ποιῇ κατ᾽ αὐτὸν τὸν τρόπον γλῶσσαν περὶ Χριστοῦ, παρομοίαν τῆς 
γνωστικῆς πείρας, «ὥσπερ ἐπί τινα ξενιτείαν ἐνταῦθα πεμπόμενον ὑπὸ µε- 
γάλης οἰκονομίας καὶ ἀναλογίας τοῦ Πατρὸς » (Quis div. salv. 36, ὅρα 
ἐπίσης Προτρ. XI, passim : καὶ Στρωμ. VILII, 5ff.), εἶναι δύσκολον νὰ 
μὴ διανοηθῶμεν ὅτι ἔχει ὀλισθήσει πρὸς πορείαν μυθολογήσεως. 

Ἡ θεολογία τοῦ Κλήμεντος, ὡς εἶναι φανερόν, δὲν δύναται εὐκόλως 
νὰ ἑρμηνευθῆ. ᾿Αφ᾽ ἐνὸς εἶναι βαθέως παραδοσιακὴ (traditional), συνεπα- 
γομένη μεγάλους κόπους διὰ τὴν ἐφαρμογὴν αὐστηρᾶς ἐπιστημονικῆς με- 
θόδου, ἵνα ἐπιτευχθῇ ἣ ἀνεμπόδιστος καὶ ἀδιαστρέβλωτος ὑπὸ προῦπαρ- 
χούσης γνώμης αὐτοαποκάλυψις τῆς ἀληθείας κατὰ τὴν φύσιν καὶ τὸ φῶς 
της, ἀφ᾽ ἑτέρου διαπραγματεύεται τὸ θέμα της διά τινος ἀξιωματικῆς πα- 
ραδοχῆς φιλοσοφικοκοσμολογικοῦ εἴδους, ἐνεχούσης μεγίστης ἐπιδράσεως 
(far-reaching) ἐπιστημονικὰς ἀπορροίας καὶ ἀποφασιζούσης from behind 
ἀμφότερα, τὴν τῶν Γραφῶν ἑρμηνείαν του, καὶ τὴν τῆς σῳζούσης οἰκονο- 
μίας κατανόησίν του ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ τοῦ κηρύγματος. ᾿Αλλ᾽ αὐτὸ ἀκριβῶς 
ἧτο τὸ πρόβλημα τὸ ὁποῖον ἀντιμετώπισεν ἡ ᾿Εκκλησία κατὰ τοὺς τρεῖς 
πρώτους αἰῶνας, πῶς δηλαδὴ πρέπει νὰ συσχετισθῇ ἡ οἰκονομία πρὸς τὸ 
αἰώνιον θέλημα καὶ τὸν αἰώνιον Λόγον τοῦ Θεοῦ. 

Ἡ διὰ τῆς θείας «προνοίας» ἀπάντησις τοῦ Κλήμεντος δὲν ἦτο ἐ- 
παρκής, ἰδιαιτέρως ἐντὸς τῆς μορφώσεως ἡ ὁποία ἐδέχετο a priori ἕνα 
χασματικὸν (yawing) «χωρισμὸν» μεταξὺ τῶν κόσμων τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ καὶ 
τοῦ νοητοῦ. ᾿Απὸ τοῦ Κλήμεντος αἱ γραμμαὶ διεχωρίσθησαν. Ὁ ᾿(θριγένης 
ἀπὸ τὴν μίαν πλευρὰν ἐπεδίωξεν τὴν ἑρμηνείαν καὶ ἐπανερμηνείαν τοῦ 
Εὐαγγελίου ἐντὸς τοῦ ἰδίου πλαισίου (from within) διαμορφώνων αὐτὴν 
οὐχὶ μόνον εἰς «πλαγίαν» ἤτοι τροπικὴν ἢ ἀλληγορικὴν ἑρμηνείαν τῶν Γρα- 
φῶν, ἀλλὰ ἀναπτύσσων ὡρισμένας βασικὰς διδασκαλίας τῆς σῳζούσης ᾿ 
οἰκονομίας, αἴτινες κατέστησαν ἐξόχως δύσκολον τὴν συσχέτισιν τοῦ ἱστο- 
ρικοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ πρὸς τὸ αἰώνιον “Ov τοῦ Θεοῦ. Αὐτὴ ἧτο ἡ γραμμή, τὴν 
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ὁποίαν κατὰ τὰ φαινόμενα ἠκολούθησεν ἡ ᾿Αλεξανδρινὴ Κατηχητικὴ Σχο- 
An, καὶ ἡ ὁποία ἐπρόκειτο νὰ ἀποδώση τὸν πονηρὸν καρπὸν τοῦ ᾿Αρεια- 
νισμοῦ. 

"Amd τὴν ἄλλην ὅμως πλευρὰν ἠγέρθη ὁ ᾿Αθανάσιος, ὁ ὁποῖος fhe 
κολούθησεν τὴν γραμμὴν τῆς ἐπισκοπικῆς ᾿Αλεξονδρινῆς παρᾳδόσεως, ἀπορ- 
ρίπτων εὐθὺς ἐξ ἀρχῆς ὁλοκληρωτικῶς τὸν «χωρισμὸν» μεταξὺ τῶν δὺο 
κοσμικῶν σφαιρῶν -- ὅπερ οὐδαμοῦ τῶν συγγραμμάτων του ἁπαντᾶ. Οὗτος 
διέκρινεν εἰς τὴν ἐφαρμογὴν αὐτοῦ τοῦ χωρισμοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς ἑρμηνείας τῆς 
Χριστιανικῆς πίστεως τὴν ἀπειλὴν τοῦ «ἀθεϊσμοῦ», διότι τοῦτο ἐσήμαινεν, 
ὅτι τελικῶς ὁ ἐνσαρκωθεὶς Λόγος καὶ Υἱὸς δὲν ἧτο παρὰ κτίσμα, τὸ ὁποῖον 
εἶχε τὴν τοποθέτησίν του οὐχὶ ἐπὶ τῆς πλευρᾶς τῆς θείας Πραγματικότητος 
πέραν τοῦ χωρισμοῦ GAA’ ἀπ᾽ αὐτῆς τῆς κοσμικῆς πλευρᾶς. Εἰς αὐτὸ τὸ 
γεγονὸς ἀμφότεραι, ἡ θεία πρόνοια καὶ ἡ ἀνθρωπίνη οἰκονομία ἐγένοντο 
ἀσήμαντοι (meaningless), διὸτι ἡ μὲν πρόνοια ἄνευ τῆς οἰκονομίας δὲν 
ἧτο πλέον τῆς θείας «μοίρας», ἡ δὲ οἰκονομία ἄνευ τῆς προνοίας ἦτο «μυ- 
θώδης». ᾿Εκεῖνο τὸ ὁποῖον ὁ ᾿Αθανάσιος ἔπραξεν ἦτο νὰ σκεφθῇ καὶ νὰ ἐκ- 
κινήσῃ ἀπὸ ἐπιστημονικῆς βάσεως, χρησιμοποιῶν τὸ εἶδος τῶν ὀργάνων 
τὰ ὁποῖα ὁ Κλήμης εἶχε χρησιμοποιήσει, τουτέστιν τὴν ᾿Εκκλησιαστικὴν 
γνῶσιν τοῦ Πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ Υἱοῦ ἐν ταῖς πρὸς ἀλλήλους σχέσεσι, καὶ νὰ 
διανοηθῇ καὶ ἐπεξεργασθῇ τὴν βιβλικὴν ἀφήγησιν τῆς οἰκονομικῆς σνγκα- 
ταβάσεως τοῦ Υἱοῦ ἐν τῇ δουλικῇ μορφῇ. Kat’ αὐτὸν τὸν τρόπον ἠδυνήθη 
νὰ καταδείξῃ ὅτι εἰς τὸ κέντρον τῆς Χριστιανικῆς πίστεως ἔκειτο τὸ γεγο- 
νὸς ὅτι ὁ Ἴδιος ὁ Θεὸς τοιουτοτρόπως ἀνεδέχθη τὴν κατάστασίν pas καὶ 
μάλιστα τὰ πάθη μας ὥστε τὰ ἀνέλαβεν εἰς τὴν ᾿Ιδίαν ᾿Οντότητα καὶ Ζωὴν 
ἐν τῷ Υἱῷ πρὸς χάριν ἡμῶν. Ὅ,τι ἔχει ἀποκαλύψει ὁ Θεὸς σχετικῶς πρὸς 
τὸν Ἑαυτόν Του ἐν τῷ ἐνσαρκωθέντι Υἱῷ, τοῦτο καὶ εἶναι ἐν τῇ ἰδίᾳ αἰω- 
vig Ὀντότητι, καὶ ὅ,τι ἔχει πράξει δι’ ἡμᾶς ἐν τῷ ἐνσαρκωθέντι Υἱῷ, τοῦ- 
το ἔχει ἐπιτελεσθῆ διὰ τῆς συμμετοχῆς (involvement) τῆς θείας ᾿Οντό- 
τητός Του ἐν τῇ ἀνθρωπίνῃ ἡμῶν κτισθείση καταστάσει καὶ συνεπῶς ἐν τῇ 
ἁγιοποιουμένη αὐτῆς ἀνακαινώσει ἐν Ἑαυτῷ, διότι δὲν παύει τοῦ νὰ εἶναι 
ὅ,τι αἰωνίως εἶναι, ὡς Δημιουργός τε καὶ Θεός. Ἔπ᾽ αὐτῆς τῆς βάσεως ἡ 
καθόλου σώζουσα οἰκονομία συγκεντρωμένη καὶ ἐκπεπληρωμένη ἐν Χριστῷ 
ἐνεφανίσθη ὡς ριζωμένη ἀντικειμενικῶς ἐν τῇ ᾿Οντότητι καὶ ᾿Ενεργεὶᾳ τοῦ 
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Θεοῦ τοῦ ᾿Ιδίου, ἐνῷ ἡ πρόνοια τοῦ Θεοῦ καθὼ5 ὑπεστηρίχθη ὑπὸ τῆς 
Ἰδικῆς του ζωῆς καὶ βουλῆς ἐπαρουσιάσθη ὡς ἐπικυρωθεῖσα, ἐκτελεσθεῖσα 
καὶ ἀγαθοποιηθεῖσα ἐν ἀμφοτέροις, τῇ κτίσει καὶ τῇ ἀπολυτρώσει. Kat’ 
αὐτὸν τὸν τρόπον «οἰκονομικῶς» καὶ «ἀληθῶς» κατήντησαν νὰ σημαίνουν 
ἓν καὶ τὸ αὐτὸ πρᾶγμα. Ἐφ᾽ ὅσον ἡ οἰκονομία ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὴν ὁδόν, 
τὴν ὁποίαν ὁ Ἴδιος ὁ Θεὸς ἔχει ἀκολουθήσει ἐν τῷ δι᾽ ἡμᾶς καὶ διὰ τὴν ἡ- 
μετέραν σωτηρίαν ἔργῳ Tou, καὶ δὲν γνωρίζομεν οὐδεμίαν ἄλλην θείαν μέ- 
θοδον ἀποκαλύψεως ἢ σωτηρίας, πρέπει ἐν αὐστηρᾷ συμφωνίῳᾳ πρὸς αὐτὴν 
τὴν οἰκονομίαν νὰ σκεπτώμεθα καὶ νὰ ὁμιλῶμεν περὶ Αὐτοῦ καὶ περὶ ὅλων 
τῶν ὁδῶν καὶ τῶν ἔργων Του, εἴτε εἰς τὴν προνοητικήν Του διάταξιν τῶν 
γεγονότων, εἴτε εἰς τὸν σωτήριόν Του σκοπόν. Τὸ σκέπτεσθαι καὶ ὁμιλεῖν 
« kat’ οἰκονομίαν » σημαίνει σκέπτεσθαι καὶ ὁμιλεῖν « ἀληθῶς » περὶ Θεοῦ, 
τουτέστιν κατὰ τὴν ᾿Ιδίαν Αὐτοῦ Φύσιν, ὅπως ἔχει ἀποκαλυφθῆ εἰς τὰ ἔρ- 
γὰ καὶ εἰς τοὺς λόγους Του. 
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1. Some General Observations 


Following the Council of Chalcedon in 451, although the 
Christian community in the Hast became divided, both sides 
implicitly admitted that the division was unfortunate. So from 
the beginning a series of efforts were made to bring the two 
sides to unity. In this paper an attempt is made to discuss 
briefly the history of the various endeavours made in trying to 
unite ‘the parties from 451 to 641, on the basis primarily of the 
accounts of events recorded by historians like Zacharia Rhetor, 
John of Ephesus, Patriarch Dionysius Talmahre, and Patriarch 
Michael the Great’. 


From these and other historical records we learn that the 
Council of Chalcedon was viewed with great resentment by 
large bodies of Christians in many areas in the East. But during 
the first few years after the Council, clear opposition came to 
be expressed only in Palestine. With the death of Emperor 
Marcian in 457 Egypt also entered the lists, and then there 


1. The Syriac version of Zacharia Rhetor’s Ecclesiastical History has been 
edited and published in two volumes in Louvain by E.W. Brooks with a 
Latin translation. ‘The Part III of John of Ephesus has also been so 
published by 'E.W. Brooks. In his massive work the Syrian Patriarch 
Michael has incorporated most of the materials contained in all the other 
three authors. See J.B. Chabot: CHRONIQUE DE MICHAEL LE SYRIEN, 


Paris, 1899. 
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broke out rebellion in Syria and other parts. Marcian was 
succeeded by Leo I, on whose death in 474 Zeno was declared 
Emperor. His authority was challenged by Basiliscus, a 
brother of the deceased monarch’s wife, who captured power 
for a period of about two years. The new Emperor began his 
reign by issuing an encyclical condemning the Council of 
Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo. As Zacharia Rhetor testifies, 
this document was signed by about seven hundred Eastern 
bishops”. But Basiliscus was ousted by Zeno, who restored the 
council to its official statuts in the Empire*. However, there were 
Christian communities in Egypt, Syria, Palestine, Asia Minor, 
Mesopotamia, and elsewhere in the East who refused to accept 
the Council. 


At the beginning of his reign in 457 Emperor Leo issued 
an encyclical and sent it to the bishops asking for their opinion 
regarding the Council of Chalcedon and the consecration of 
Timothy Aelurus as Patriarch on the See of Alexandria soon 
after the death of Marcian*. All the bishops who answered the 
imperial missive gave their verdict against Timothy and all 
but one in favour of the Council. This incident is being noted 
by scholars of the Chalcedonian persuasion as evidence that 
the Council of Chalcedon was ratified by the Church as a 
whole’. If, however, we take the following facts into account, 


2. Zacharia Rhetor: op. cit. ‘Syriac I, p. 213. This author preserves a summary 
of the encyclical of Baciliscus and notes that about seven hundred Eastern 
bishops signed it. 

3. Basiliscus issued a second encyclical abrogating the earlier publication 
in the hope that thereby he could enlist the support of the Chalcedonian 
side. But this did not help him. 

4. Zacharia Rhetor: ibid, Syriac I, pp. 178; and Evagrius in P.G. LXXXVI 
2932A-B. 

5. Emperor Justinian refers to the encyclical of Emperor Leo in his letter 
read to the Council of Constantinople in 553. See Prof. G. Konidaris in 
the Aarhus Report, pp., 54-60; and the essay of Charles Moeller entitled 
«Le Chalcedonisme et le neochalcedonisme en Orient... » published in 
DAS KONZIL VON CHALKEDON, vol. I, ed. Grillmeier and Bacht. 
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we shall see that this reading cannot be admitted. Firstly, as 
Zacharia reports, Emperor Leo’s plan was to convene a fresh 
council to settle the problem. But he was dissuaded from this 
step by Pope Leo of Rome and Patriarch Anatolius of Constan- 
tinople. The latter suggested to the Emperor the idea of issuing 
the encyclical. Meanwhile, Anatolius himself persuaded the 
bishops to stand firm in their defence of the Council. This 
explanation of the incident is certainly not improbable. Secondly, 
Emperor Leo issued the encyclical in 457, barely six years after 
the Council of Chalcedon, so that most of the men to whom the 
document was sent were persons who had themselves taken part 
in the Council of Chalcedon. Whether Leo of Rome or 
Anatolius of Constantinople influenced them or not, it was only 
natural that they tried to save their face by defending a position 
which they had adopted earlier and in which ‘they could still 
remain without fear. Thirdly, the fact that the leaders of the 
Chalcedonian side were opposed to the convening of a council 
to settle the problem even in the face of a veritable division 
of the Christian community in the East should be underlined. 
Fourthly, the signing of the encyclical of Basiliscus by about 
twenty-five years after the Council of Chalcedon shows that 
the Church in the East had not really accepted the Council till 
then. 


In this way the Christian community in the East came to be 
divided into two camps. Both of them had strong convictions, 
so that neither of them would give in to the other. The Chal- 
cedonian side, for instance, would not accept a union which 
ignored the Council of Chalcedon, and the non-Chalcedonian 
side would have nothing to do with even a talk of union which 
in any way required a recognition of the Council. 


At ‘tthe same time both sides claimed continuity with the 
three earlier ecumenical Councils and even yet with each 
other as much in condemning the then known heresies as in 
developing its theological position relative to the challenges that 
came against it. So, whereas the Chalcedonian body tried to 
make out that the Council of 451 was a necessary logical 
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development of the doctrinal decisions of the earlier Councils 
in the face of the Euthychian heresy, the non-Chalcedonian body 
asserted that the Council of Chalcedon had deviated from the 
faith of the fathers of the previous Councils and that Huty- 
chianism could be excluded without adopting this course. 


The Emperors of Constantinople, seeing in this situation a 
real threat to the unity of the Empire, imposed very strict 
measures against the opponents of the Council in order to lead 
them to conformity even by force. But this failed, and some 
of them from time of Zeno who died in 491 to Heraclius (610- 
641 A.D.) carried on a series of negotiations with the leaders 
of the non-Chalcedonian body with a view to solving the 
problem of disunity among Christians. 


Il. A Brief History of the Nagotiations 


On coming back to power in 477, although Zeno declared 
himself in favour of the Council of Chalcedon, soon he came to 
realize that the non-Chalcedonian movement was strong enough 
to disrupt the unity of the Empire, and that the matter required 
serious attention. So with the concurrence of Patriarch Acacius 
of Constantinople he published the Henotikon in 482 as a com- 
promise formula for both sides to accept and on its basis to 
settle the dispute between them. 


a. The Henotikon of Zeno 


Broadly speaking, the Henotikon had three parts*®. In the 
first, it described the situation in the Church which demanded 
the reunion of the parties. In its second part, the Henotikon 
stated that the Nicene Creed was the only symbol of the faith, 
and that the Creed was to be understood in the sense in which 
it had been ratified by the Council of Constantinople in 381 and 
again by the Council of Ephesus in 431. Nestorius and Eutyches 


6. For the Henotikon, see Zacharia Rhetor: Ecclesiastical History, op. cit., 
Syria I, pp. 227-231; and Evagrius III: 14 in P.G. LXXXVI 2620C-2625A. 
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were to be condemned, insisted the Henotikon, and the 
Anathemas of St. Cyril were to be approved. In the third part 
of the document there is an anathema against all who have 
maintained, or do maintain, now or at any time, whether at 
Chalcedon or at any Council, any different faith, but particu- 
larly the above mentioned Nestorius and Eutyches and those 
who think as they have done. 


By this anathema the Henotikon tried to satisfy the critics 
of the Council by apparently granting their point that the 
Council of Chalcedon had to be evaluated in the light of the 
Creed of Nicea as ratified by the Councils of 381 and 431, which 
alone constituted the faith of the Church. On this account and 
also because its theological statement was acceptable, the 
document commended itself to the non-Chalcedonian side. 


But to grant the point of the Council’s opponents and 
thereby to enter into a theological dialogue with them was not 
the plan of Acacius. He hoped only that the acceptance of the 
Henotikon by both sides would lead the critics of the Council 
to unite with those who endorsed the Council and eventually 
even to their ratifying the Council itself. In other words the 
publication of the Henotikon was another subtle move, like 
the circulation of the encyclical of Leo the Emperor through 
the influence of Anatolius, to win the opponents of the Council 
of Chalcedon over to the Chalcedonian side. 


The Henotikon had an initial victory. Soon after its publica- 
tion, it came to be endorsed by Acacius of Constantinople, Peter 
Mongus of Alexandria, Peter the Fuller of Antioch and 
Martyrius of Jerusalem. But now Rome, without seeing the 
plan of Acacius, came out openly to oppose the efforts to 
reunite the parties in the Church by means of the Henotikon. 
The Pope did, in fact, break off communion with Acacius, 
insisting that no union which refused to admit the authority of 
the Council of Chalcedon was to be entertained at all. In spite 
of Rome’s disiavour, Acacius remained loyal {ο the Henotikon. 


In the meantine, Peter Mongus of Alexandria who had 
signed the Henotikon and on its basis entered into communion 
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with men of the Chalcedonian side who also had endorsed the 
document was made to face a strong opposition from a large 
body of monks in Egypt. They insisted ‘that since the Council 
of Chalcedon had deviated from the faith of the Church, the 
signing of the Henotikon by men of that side was not enough 
basis for reunion; the Chalcedonian side should be asked to 
condemn the Council and the Tome of Leo. On this ground the 
monks blamed Peter for his establishing fellowship with the 
Chalcedonian side and put up a hard resistence against him’. 
Faced with opposition from his own people, Peter Mongus was 
forced to anathematize the Council of Chalcedon. In this way 
the Henotikon failed to unite the two sides. 


The cause of the Henotikon’s failure lay, not in its theology 
as such’, but in its vagueness about the Council of Chalcedon. 
Thus the real issue between the two bodies was the Council of 
Chalcedon. 


b. The Discussion for Reunion in the Days of Justinian 


Zeno died in 491. His successor, Anastasius, difended the 
non-Chalcedonian side in all possible ways’. On his death in 


7. The view of Andre de Halleux (see PHILOXENE DE MABBOG: SA VIE, 
SES ECRITS, 'SA THEOLOGIE, Louvain, 1963, p. 73) that there were two 
views about the Henotikon on the non-Chalcedonian side, need not be 
questioned. He says that Severus of Antioch and men like him took the 
document as having in itself abrogated the Council of Chalcedon, but 
that this view was not shared in Alexandria. 

8. The non-Chalcedonian side accepts the theology of the Henotikon. The 
verdict of Duchesne that «In its substantial content, if we leave out of 
account the circumstances in which it was put forward, it could not rdise 
any objection from the side of orthodoxy » (THE EARLY HISTORY OF THE 
CHURCH, John Murray, 1924, vol. Ill, p. 349) may be endorsed by the 
Chalcedonian side. 

3. The view of Andre de Halleux that Anastasius was merely impartial on 
the religious question (PHILOXENE DE MABBOG, op. cit, p. 73) need 
not be ignored. But it should be noted that from 451 to the Arab conquest 
of the Near East he was the only impartial monarch of that kind in 
Constantinople. Judging from the achievements of the non-Chalcedonian 
side during his reign, one can very well say that if there were a few 
more of such Emperors in Constantinople following him, the history of the 
Church in the East would have been different. 


— 206 — 


V.C. SAMUEL 


918 Justin I was declared Emperor. Since the non-Chalcedonian 
movement had gained enough strength and vitality to weather 
the persecution let loose against it by the new Emperor, 
Justinian, his nephew who came to the imperial throne in 527, 
Saw need for negotiating with the leaders of the harassed non- 
Chalcedonian body for a settlement of the issue. So from 531 
to 536 he carried on a series of discussions with these men, 
whom he invited to Constantinople from their places of exile or 
hiding on promise of safe conduct. 


Our recorded basis is not adequate to delineate the history 
of these efforts. But we have enough evidence to say that the 
Emperor, who was himself a theologian, was personally satisfied 
with the statements of the faith presented to him by the men”. 
In fact, Justinian’s point was that since the men were holding 
a clearly sound theological position, it should be possible for 
them to accept the Council of Chalcedon in the light of the 
clarification of the Council’s decrees as it was being done under 
his direction. 


The discussion between Justinian and the Leaders of the 
non-Chaleedonian body belonged to two periods. The first was 
held from 531. Although the exiled Patriarch Severus of 
Antioch, the most learned and outstanding leader of the non- 
Chalcedonian side at that time, was specially invited by the 
Emperor to take part in the consultation from the beginning, 
he politely declined’. The discussion failed in its first phase, 
not because the interpretation of the faith offered by the men 
was unorthodox, but because the Emperor wanted them to 
accept the Council of Chalcedon, which they refused to do. 
Now Justinian was anxious for a descussion of the issue with 
the leaders of the non-Chalcedonian movement with Severus 
also taking part in it. So he went on pressing the exiled 
Patriarch to come to Constantinople. In the end he yielded. 


10. For the statement of the bishops presented to Justinian, see Zacharia 
Rhetor: op. cit, Syriac II, pp. 115-123. 
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Severus was received honourably and entertained by the 
Emperor and the Empress for a period of not less than eighteen 
months, and the discussion between him and the I:mperor 
during this time constituted the second phase in the consul- 
tation. This time the non-Chalcedonian leader was joined by 
Patriarch Anthimus of Constantinople and Pope and Patriarch 
Theodosius of Alexandria. The latter had taken refuge in the 
capital in the face of a trouble created against him by a certain 
Gaian who had seized the See from him for a time. 


The discussion between Justinian and the non-Chalcedonian 
leaders was indeed cordial. Supported by the Empress and 
taking advantage of the Emperor’s silence, the three Patriarchs 
agreed to stand together and carry forward the movement 
against the Council. Now many on the Chalcedonian side felt 
that the Emperor was going to abrogate the Council of 
Chalcedon. In the face of this fear, Ephraim who occupied the 
Patriarchal See of Antioch in place of Severus, realizing the 
gravity of the situation more than anybody else, made up his 
mind to act. He sent his envoy, a certain Sergius, to Rome, in 
order to bring to Constantinople Pope Agapetus himself that 
he may straighten the Emperor. 


With the arrival of Agapetus in Constantinople, the 
situation changed. It is said that Justinian who had planned to 
reconquer Italy, a project for which he needed the support of 
Rome, now came to his proper mind and abruptly brought to an 
end his discussions with Severus and others. The three Patriarchs 
were asked to leave the capital, and Pope Agapetus was 
satisfied. But he died unexpectedly in the midst of his triumph. 
Justinian now convened a council. Attended by five Roman 
legates and forty-five Eastern bishops, this meeting ratified the 
Council of Chalcedon, and the Emperor drew up a new 


11. The letter of Severus to Justinian expressing his unwillingness to comply 


with his request is preserved by Zacharia Rhetor. see op. cit. Syriac II, 
seroma cele 
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constitution outlawing the non-Chalcedonian body completely 
from his Empire. Ephraim of Antioch also held a council with 
one hundred and thirty-two participants, which confirmed the 
Council of Chalcedon and condemned Severus and his followers. 


Like the Henotikon of Zeno, Justinian’s consultations too 
failed, not because the theological position which the critics of 
the Council of Chalcedon maintained in their statements 
presented to the Emperor was unorthodox, but because they 
were not willing to accept the Council of 451. 


Now Severus and the men on his side again went into 
hiding, and the Christian community remained divided. Severus 
died in 539 A.D. in Egypt, where he was spending his time 
ever since his expulsion from Antioch in 518, with the exception 
of the eighteen months which he passed in Constantinople for 
consultations as desired by Justinian. In 541 Jacob Baradaeus 
and Theodore of the Arabs were consecrated bishops in Cons- 
tantinople. With the moral support of the Empress, these men, 
particularly Jacob who went round many times almost ali over 
the East in the guise of a wandering mendicant, organized the 
non-Chalcedonian body in the face of terrible hazards. From 
that time on the non-Chalcedonian side had an unbroken 
succession of Patriarchs on the See of Antioch, as there was a 
similar succession in Alexandria almost from the beginning 
of the conflict. In this way the two sides became two fully 
organized ecclesiastical bodies. 


c. Discussions for Reunion in the Days of Justin II 


Even after 536 A.D., Justinian was keen to help the reunion 
of the two bodies. But his plan was to remain loyal to the 
Council of Chalcedon, and to see that no barrier was created 
on the Chalcedonian side to hinder men of the non-Chalcedonian 
side from being persuaded to accept the Council. The Council 
of Constantinople in 553 was indeed a concrete step in that 
direction. In substance, except for its defence of the Council 
of Chalcedon, its decrees were acceptable to the non-Chalcedo- 
nian side. But it was a unilateral action, intended primarily 
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to establish the Council by clarifying its decrees in line with 
the Alexandrine viewpoint. So it could not solve the problem 
of disunity between the two bodies. 


Justinian died in 567, succeeded by Justin I]. The new 
Emperor is said to have planned to work for the reunion of the 
two bodies, even while his uncle was alive. So on coming to the 
throne, he arranged consultations with the leaders of the non- 
Chalcedonian body even during the first year of his reign. 
Through these efforts he came to understand that the opponents 
of the Council insisted on three conditions for reunion’’. They 
were :— I) that the creed of Nicea was the only symbol of the 
Church’s faith; ii) that the anathemas pronounced against 
Severus of Antioch being unjustifiable, should be revoked and 
his name should be included in the diptychs; and iii) that on 
the conclusion of the reunion, the names of all the fathers who 
had died in persecution should also be remembered in the 
diptychs. 


Emperor Justin II granted all these points and incorporated 
them in an edict, which he sent to the non-Chalcedonian side 
for their approval. The main points in the imperial document 
were the following :** 


‘There is only one symbol of the faith, and that is 
the one adopted by the Council of Nicea and ratified by 
the Councils of Constantinople in 381 and Ephesus in 
431. 


As to the Incarnation, the edict stated :- 

We affirm both the births of God the Word, the one 
from the Father in eternity and the other from Mary 
the Virgin in the fulness of time. We confess that God 
the Word, the Onlybegotten who remained in truth 
unchanging in His Godhead, suffered in the flesh, and 


12. Michael le Syrien: op. cit. Syriac; p. 331. 
13. Michael le Syrien: op. cit., p. 334. 
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that He accomplished miracles as God. He is not one 
and another : one being Christ and the other God. But 
He is one, the same being composed of two natures, 
divine and human. He is one hypostasis and one prosopon; 
not two hypostases or two prosopa or two sons; but one 
incarnate hypostasis of God the Word incarnate, 


All heresies were then anathematized, and the edict concluded: 


We accept Patriarch Severus and revoke the 
anathema pronounced against him wrongly and without 
reason; and we abandon all condemnations that have 
been made from the time of St. Cyril to this day. 


The leaders of the non-Chalcedonian side who received the 
edict suggested two amendments.'* In the first place, they 
requested that the last three sentences of the statement on the 
incarnation may include a few words to read : 


But He who is one, the same being composed of two 
natures, namely two hypostases, divine and human, and 
forming one nature, namely one hypostasis of the Word 
incarnate, is one hypostasis and one prosopon. He is not 
two hypostases, or two prosopa, or two natures, or two 
sons. 


Secondly, they asked for the inclusion of the Anathemas of 
St. Cyril as an accepted document of the faith. 


John of Ephesus testifies that the Emperor granted the 
amendments, but that the men who made copies of the edict in 
its final form omitted them to his great annoyance.’* Even this 
effort did not lead to the unity, which it sought to achieve. But 
the Chalcedonian side, under the instigation of Patriarch John 
of Constantinople, created a great deal of difficulties for the 


11 Ibidy p; 335. 
15. John of Ephesus: HISTORIAE ECCLESIASTICAE, Part ΠΠ, ed. E.W. Brooks, 
Louvain, 1952, Syriac, pp. 23f. 
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non-Chaleedonian body. Thus they were deprived of their 
churches, their leaders were forced to be reconsecrated, some 
were compelled to receive the Eucharistic communion with the 
Chalcedonian side, and those who resisted were exiled to far- 
off places under very trying circumstances. The historian gives 
a detailed account of the way in which the critics of the Council 
were made to communicate with the Chalcedonian side. When 
they were pressed to receive the communion, the opponents of 
the Council insisted that they would do it only after the Council 
of Chalcedon was formally abrogated. They were told that on 
communicating with each other, the Council would automati- 
cally be dropped.'* On this assurance some of the men, including 
John of Ephesus himself, yielded to pressure and received the 
Eucharistic communion from the Chalcedonian body. Seeing, 
however, that the Chalcedonian side had no intention of giving 
up the Council, these men went back to their former position, 
expressing sorrow for what they had done. In this way the 
union efforts again failed, and Justin II came out from now on 
as a merciless persecutor of the non-Chacedonian body.?’ 


d. Some Incidents in the Reign of Heraclius 


Justin II’s successor was Tiberius. He is described by 
Syrian historians as a fair-minded person, who never yielded 
to the pressure of the Chalcedonian leadership to trouble the 
non-Chalcedonian body.*® 


Maurice who succeeded Tiberius was not concerned about 
the reunion of the two bodies. He and his children were all 
murdered on account of his despotic rule, and Phocas was made 
Emperor. Now Chosroes of Persia, who was a friend of 
Maurice, took his vengeance and annexed Mesopotamia and 
parts of Syria to his dominions. Under the Persians, the Syrian 


16; Woptoh ο. 92: 
17. John of Ephesus: op. cit., ϱ. 394. 
18. Michael le Syrien, op. οἰ", p. 372. 
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historians testify, the non-Chalcedonian body in those areas 
flourished. 


Heraclius who came to the throne in 610 A.D. regained the 
areas which the Persians had ceded. After his conquets, the 
new Emperor visited Syria and Mesopotamia, where he saw 
the loyalty of his non-Chalcedonian subjects'® and was ready 
to work for the reunion of the two bodies. 


Once again the Emperor’s plan failed. This time it happened 
that the Emperor who was officially on the Chalcedonian side 
asked for the communion of the non-Chalcedonian side, and that 
it was denied to him. On this account he became a pronounced 
persecutor of the non-Chalcedonian body. 


III. Some Concluding Remarks 


From the foregoing survey we can see the passion with 
which one side defended and the other side opposed the Council 
of Chalcedon. The two sides could agree on statements of the 
faith which did not mention the Council of Chalcedon or the 
Tome of Leo and which did not adopt the phrase “in two 
natures’. So the real issue between them was not theology 


per 56. 


An answer to the question what the issue was cannot be 
attempted without an examination of the Council against the 
background of its historical setting. Although this cannot be 
undertaken in the present context, a few words about the 
Council and a point of divergence in theological exposition 
between the Chalcedonian and the non-Chalcedonian sides, as 
each of them interpreted its position from about the sixth 
century, may be noted here very briefly. 


a. About the Council 


The Council of Chalcedon assumed from the beginning 
that Eutyches was a confirmed heretic, without ever feeling a 


19. ‘Michael le ‘Syrien, ibid., ϱ. 409. 
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need for examining on the strength of evidence what the heresy 
was or whether there actually. was necessary ground for 
ascribing it to him. The man whom the leaders of the Council 
tried to get rid of was Patriarch Dioscorus of Alexandria. But 
the men who were persuaded to adopt this attitude against him 
did not even specify any clear charge as a basis for their action. 
Besides, the following facts about the controversy deserve 
mention. 


if 


20. 


It is an undeniable fact that Cyril had never endorsed the 
phrase “two natures after the union’; neither had he ever 
employed the phrase “in two natures.” In fact he was an 
indefatigable opponent of the first phrase all through his 
life, and the second phrase was the same in import as the 
first. Even in his letters to Acacius of Melitine, Valerian 
of Iconium, and Seccensus of Diocaesarea, which he wrote 
in defence of the Reunion Formula of 433, his argument 
is not that the “two natures after the union” may be 
granted, but that the use of the words “two natures” in 
the document is quite harmless. In other words, Cyril, 
with all his prestige as the victor over the Nestorian party 
and a friend of the Emperor at the time who could exercise 
a great deal of freedom in theological exegesis, had never 
given up his terms or conceded even an iota to the 
Antiochene side, but had bequeathed a theological tradition 
to his successor, a tradition which he himself defended in 
every possible way till the last moment of his life, so that 
on his death Theodoret of Cyrus wrote to Domnus of 
Antioch: “At last with difficulty the villain has gone. The 
good and the gentle pass away all to soon; the bad prolong 
their life for years”. In the letter Theodoret complains that 
Cyril had always fought for the establishment of his own 
point of view, without any respect for his opponents.?° 


See an extract from the letter in J. Stevenson: CREEDS, COUNCILS AND 
CONFESSIONS, '‘S.P.C.K., pp. 301-303. 
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2. 


Ze 


It is very clear from his own statements made at the 
Council of Chalcedon that Dioscorus remained thoroughly 
loyal to the theological legacy of his illustrious predecessor. 
At Chalcedon he was the person who for the first time 
insisted that in the union the natures continued without 
confusion, division, change, and mixture; and he was also 
willing to admit “from two natures after the union’. More 
than this Cyril had never gone. The fact, therefore, is that 
Dioscorus was a man who remained unswervingly loyal to 
the already established theological tradition of the Church 
at the time. So the petitions presented at the Council of 
Chalcedon on 13th October 451 by the four men from 
Alexandria containing complaints against Dioscorus, merit 
only to be dismissed as absolutely baseless, in the same 
way as the petition against Athanasius presented by the 
Arians at the council of Tyre in 335 A.D. 


We have clear evidence in the minute of the Council of 
Chalcedon that although the Council had met on 8th October 
451 and that by 17th October almost all his friends and 
associates had deserted Patriarch Dioscorus of Alexandria, 
even on 22nd October it was the Cyrilline legacy upheld 
by him that the vast majority of the Council’s delegates, 
namely the entire Council with the only exception of the 
Roman legates and the Antiochenes, were maintaining. On 
22nd October when the Council took up the subject of 
adopting a definition of the faith, Eastern bishops who 
had already accepted the Tome of Leo fought tooth and 
nail to have only the “from two natures”, namely the 
Cyrilline position represented unflinchingly by Dioscorus, 
employed in the Council’s formula.** In the end, when 
they accepted the “in two natures’, it was not because they 


See the fervour with which the bishops, led by Anatolius of Constanti- 
nople, clamoured for the adoption of their draft statement with only the 
«from two natures» in it. E. Schwartz: ACTA CONCILIORUM 
OECUMENICORUM, II; i, 319-321: paras 4-25. 
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were less rigid regarding meaning of terms than Dioscorus 
that they did it. But faced with the argument of the 
imperial commissioners that the “from two natures” was 
the position of Dioscorus whose deposition they had already 
ratified, that the “in two natures’ was the teaching of 
Archbishop Leo of Rome, and that they had to choose 
between the two men, they were simply surrendering.” 


4. Even after the Council of Chalcedon, it is only about half 
a century later that men of the Chalcedonian side had 
begun to explain the meaning of the phrase. In the days 
of the Council we have evidence that Theodoret of Cyrus 
had tried to make out that the “one hypostasis” of the 
Chalcedonian formula was only “one prosopon’, so that the 
Antiochene side ought to harbour no misgivings about the 
Council. But this interpretation was not helpful to 
commend the Council to its critics. In the sixth century, 
when the Chalcedonian side endeavoured to define the 
terms, their position was not fully accepted by the non- 
Chalcedonian side. 


ο. Dioscorus who was exiled to Gangra in Paphlagonia soon 
after the Council of Chalcedon and who died there in 454 
A.D. was not the originator of the non-Chalcedonian 
movement. It was rather a natural development of oppo- 
sition against the Council, organized voluntarily by men 
in the Hast who had received the Cyrilline legacy in 
theology. The way in which the Council ratified the 
deposition of Patriarch Dioscorus and exonerated men like 
Theodoret and Ibas of Edessa on the one hand, and the 
amazing cleverness evinced by Rome in alliance with the 
imperial authority in Constantinople in order to have the 
Tome of Leo declared a document of the faith on the other, 
created in the minds of these people a great horror towards 
the Council. So even if Dioscorus had endorsed the decrees 


“22. ACTA CONCILIORUM OECUMENICORUM, ορ., cit., II; iy pw 921 bara αθ. 
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of the Council and made up with the triumphant party, 
the opposition would in all probability have broken out. 
The very fact that the opponents of the Council could 
withstand persecution and denunciation by the imperial 
authority in Constantinople and the Chalcedonian side for 
a period of about two hundred years shows that it had a 
real inner strength and dynamism. 


b. Difference in Theological Exposition 


The difference in theological exposition between the two 
sides has something to do with the definition of terms which 
they adopted. In order to bring this out, it is necessary to 
glance into history a little. About the beginning of the sixth 
century John the Grammarian, who later became bishop of 
Caesarea on the Chalcedonian side, wrote a book defending the 
Council of 451. Now Severus, Patriarch of Antioch, whose 
writings had aroused the Grammarian to engage himself in 
this litterary activity, published a criticism in his famous 
LIBER CONTRA IMPIUM GRAMMATICUM. 


John the Grammarian maintained that the Chalcedonian 
side accepted the phrases “from two natures’, “in two natures”, 
and “one incarnate nature of God the Logos’. As to the word 
“nature”, he admitted that it meant either ousia or Hypostasis. 
“Ousia signifies”, he wrote, “the common. The one Godhead 
of the Holy Trinity, for instance, or what is common to us, 
namely humanity in general. Hypostasis refers to the one 
prosopon of the Father, or of the Son, or of the Holy Spirit ; 
or again of Peter, John, or any man. But nature is employed 
sometimes in place of ousia and sometimes in place of 
hypostasis.’’? The Chalcedonian author, then, applied the 
definition to the phrases, by arguing that “nature” in the 


23. In his CONTRA GRAMMATICUM, Severus reproduces this passage from 
the work of the Grammarian. See the ‘Syriac, vol. I: ed. J. Lebon, Louvain, 
1952, ο. 145. 
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“from two natures” and the “(η (νο natures” meant ousia, and 
that in the “one incarnate nature of God the Logos” it meant 
hypostasis. 


In his work against the Grammarian Severus rejected the 
view that “nature” in the “from two natures” meant ousia, and 
insisted that in all the phrases it should mean only hypostasis. 
It is this Severian position that the non-Chalcedonian side 
maintains ever since. The non-Chalcedonian position, as it is 
thus worked out, faces the challenge of Nestorianism. It also is 
able to affirm faith in Jesus Christ as a historical person. 


c. One Final word 


From the time when the Chalcedonian and the non- 
Chalcedonian sides broke away from each other in the fifth 
century, the two bodies have each of them held to its language. 
Charity and patience alone can bring us together again. In the 
last analysis what is needed is not intellectual victory or earthly 
success, but a spiritual awakening to see the love of God who 
in His Only Son has redeemed the world. May God help us to 
see the meaning of this love and seek to find our unity in it. 


24. As an illustration, see above. 
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δ! 


The interpretation of Old Testament scripture exhibited by 


the Qumran commentaries (pesarim) and related documents is 
based upon the basic hypothesis that divine revelation was given 


in two stages: first the ‘mystery’ (raz) was communicated to 
the prophet, but it remained a mystery until the ‘interpretation’ 


(peser) 15 communicated to the Teacher, and through him to 
his followers. 


Thus in 1QpHab. 7.1-5 the words of Habakkuk 2: 1 f. are 
interpreted thus : 

God commanded Habakkuk to write the things that 
were coming upon the last generation, but the fulfil— 
ment of the epoch He did not make known to him. And 
as for the words, so he may rum who reads it, their 
interpretation concerns the Teacher of Righteousness, to 
whom God made known all the mysteries of the words 
of His servants the prophets. 


The Teacher and his disciples could therefore praise God 
(in the language of the Hymns of Thanksgiving) for making 
known to them His ‘wonderful mysteries’ (cf. Mark 4: 11 f.). 
We may compare the recurring pattern in the Aramaic portion 
of Daniel, where part of a divine revelation is conveyed as a 
‘mystery’ (Aramaic raz), as in Nebuchadnezzar’s dreams or the 
writing on the wall at Belshazzar’s feast; not until the other 
part of the revelation is conveyed to Daniel by way of. 


* Cont. from page 39. 
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‘interpretation’ (Aramaic pesar), and declared by him, is the 
revelation completed and understood. 


The application of this hypothesis at Qumran yields the 
following exegetical principles : 


(a) God revealed His purpose to His servants the prophets, but 
this revelation (especially with regard to the time of the 
fulfilment of His purpose) could not be properly unders- 
tood until its meaning was made known by God to the 
Teacher of Righteousness, and through him to the Qumran 
community. 


(b) All that the prophets spoke refers to the time of the end. 
(c) The time of the end is at hand. 


These principles are put into operation by the use of the 

following devices : 

(a) Biblical prophecies of varying date and reference are so 
interpreted as to apply uniformly to the commentator’s 
own day and to the days immediately preceding and 
following — that is, to the period introduced by the 
ministry of the Teacher of Righteousness and the emergence 
of the eschatological community of the elect. 


(b) The biblical text is atomized so as to bring out it relevance 
to the situation of the commentator’s day; it is in this 
situation, and not in the natural sequence of the text, that 
logical coherence is to be looked for. 


(c) Variant readings are selected in such a way as best to 
serve the commentator’s purpose. 


(d) Where a relation cannot otherwise be established between 
the text and the situation to which it must be made to 
refer, allegorization is resorted to. 


Since the Habakkuk commentary is the most complete of 
those that have been discovered, these principles can best be 
illustrated by reference to it. 
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In this commentary the first two chapters of Habakkuk 
are atomized; each phrase is made to fit into a new historical 
situation regardless of its contextual meaning (as we understand 
it). Thus, Habakkuk 1: 13 (‘thou who art of purer eyes than 
to behold evil and canst not look on wrong, why dost thou look 
on faithless men, and art silent when the wicked swallows up 
the man more righteous than he ?’) is patently addressed by 
the prophet to God as part of his protest. But in the commentary 
it is not God, but the righteous remnant, that is ‘of purer eyes 
than to behold evil’, and it is not God, but a group of men 
called ‘the house of Absalom’, that is upbraided for looking on 
faithless men (without taking action against them) and for 
being overcome by dumbness when the righteous man is over- 
whelmed by the wicked. Again, in the previous verse, it is 
(according to the prophet) the Chaldaeans who are ordained as 
a judgment and established for chastisement; in the commentary 
it is righteous remnant. In order to make the biblical text 
applicable to a situation of his own day, the commentator 
simply disregards its original context, and even overrides the 
natural relationship of its component clauses. Here is what he 
says, construing verse 13 along with the second half of verse 
12 in such a way as to extract a meaning foreign to the 
prophet’s thought (1QP Hab. 5. 1-12) : 

Thou hast ordained him to execute judgment; and 
Thou, O Rock, hast established him to inflict chastisement, 
even him who is of purer eyes than to behold evil and 
cannot look on wrong. The interpretation of this saying 
is that God will not destroy His people by the hand 
of the nations, but into the hand of His elect will 
God commit the judgment of all the nations, and by 
the chastisement which they inflict those who have kept 
His commandments in the time of their distress will 
condemn all the wicked of His people. For this is what 
he means when he says: of purer eyes than to behold 
evil. The interpretation of this is that they did not 
commit unfaithfulness according to the lust of their 
eyes in the epoch of wickedness, Why dost thou look 
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on faithless men, and art silent when the wicked 
swallows up the man more righteous than he ? The 
interpretation of this concerns the house of Absalom 
and the men of their counsel, who were struck dumb 
when the Teacher of Righteousness was chastised, and 
did not go to his aid against the Man of Falsehood, who 
rejected the law in the midst of all their congregation. 


Along with this atomizing exegesis there goes at times an 
interesting treatment of textual variants. Where one reading 
suits the commentator’s purpose better than another, he will 
use it, although he may show in the course of his comment that 
he is aware of an alternative reading. For example, in 
Habakkuk 1: 5 the Massoretic Hebrew text reads : ‘Look among 
the nations, and see; wonder and be astounded.’ The Qumran 
commentary, however, probably read the Hebrew word for 
‘traitors’ instead of ‘among the nations’. We cannot be quite 
sure of this, for there is a gap in the manuscript in the place 
where the biblical text was quoted; but three times over in 
the interpretation it is said that the reference is to ‘trators’ — 
those who allied themselves with the Man of Falsehood and 
disregarded the message of the Teacher of Righteousness, those 
who rejected the new covenant, and those who would act 
treacherously ‘at the end of the days’. But if the commentator 
did find ‘traitors’ in his text, he probably used a manuscript 
which exhibited the same reading here as lay before the 
Septuagint translators when they rendered the opening words 
of the verse ‘Behold, you scoffers ( καταφρονητοί, ef. Acts 13: 41). 


It is of some interest that Habakkuk himself in this 
passage reinterprets, or at least echoes, the language of an 
earlier prophet. In earlier days God gave warning of the 
Assyrian invasion of Judah in these terms: ‘Because this people 
draw near with their mouth and honour me with their lips, 
while their hearts are far from me, and their fear of me is a 
commandment of men learned by rote; therefore, behold I will 
again do marvellous things with this people, wonderful and 
marvellous; and the wisdom of their wise men ghall perish, 
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and the discernment of their discerning men shall be hid’ 
(Isaiah 29: 13 f.). And now that the Chaldaean invasion is 
imminent, the warning of it given through Habakkuk is 
prefaced with the command: ‘Look among the nations, and see; 
wonder and be astounded; for I am doing a work in your days 
that you would not believe if told’ (Habakkuk 1: 5). But when 
the later Old Testament prophets echo or reapply the words 
of their predecessors, they mean that the message of God in an 
earlier crisis is also applicable to a new crisis. It is doubtful, 
however, if the Qumran commentators thought in this way. 
Our commentator on Habakkuk, for example, does not appear 
to have said to himself: ‘The words which were applicable on 
the eve of the Chaldaean invasion in Habakkuk’s day appear 
to be remarkably relevant also to the present day’. That is the 
sort of thing which many a Christian preacher has thought 
and said in recent years when expounding the message of the 
prophets. But our commentator appears rather to have meant: 
‘This situation which has begun to develop in my own time 
is the situation which God had in view when He revealed His 
purpose to Habakkuk, and thanks to the further revelation 
given to the Teachers of Righteousness I can clearly recognize 
the individuals and the epochs to which Habakkuk’s prophecy 
refers’. We may call his method one of reinterpretation, but he 
himself probably did not think of it in that way; to him this 
was the one true and proper interpretation of the prophet’s 
words. And in this interpretation the Teacher of Righteousness 
was not only the divinely empowered exegete of those words ; 
in some degree his career embodied their fulfilment. 


In 4Qp Isa. A, the Assyrian advance and downfall of 
Isaiah 10: 22 ff. are interpreted of the eschatological ‘war of the 
Kittim’. The leader of the Kittim (or so it appears, for the 
document is sadly mutilated) goes up from the plain of Acco 
to the boundary of Jerusalem. Then fellows a quotation of 
Isaiah 11: 1-4, which is (very properly) interpreted of the ‘shoot 
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of David’, the Davidic Messiah, who is to arise in the latter 
days to rule over all the Gentiles; including ‘Magog’, but takes 
his directions from the priests. This is in line with the general 
messianic expectation cherished at Qumran, in which the 
priesthood (and particularly the ‘Messiah of Aaron’) is 
envisaged as taking precedence over the Davidic Messiah, 
whose main function is to lead his people to victory in battle. 


The fragmentary commentary on Micah from Cave 1 
provides a good example of allegorical interpretation. Here the 
words What is the transgression of Jacob? is it not Samaria ? 
(Micah 1: 5) are interpreted of ‘the prophet of Falsehood, who 
leads astray the simple’, while the following words, and what 
are the high places of Judah? are they not Jerusalem? are 
interpreted of ‘the Teacher of Righteousness, who teaches the 
law to his people and to all those who offer themselves to be 
gathered in among God’s elect, practising the law in the council 
of the community, who will be saved from the day of judgment’. 
The Teacher of Righteousness we have met; the Prophet of 
Falsehood is evidently the leader of a rival sect — most 
probably the Pharisees. But the only way of reading these two 
rival leaders out of Micah’s reference to the transgression of 
Jacob and the high places of Judah is first of all to read them 
in — by arbitrary allegorization. 


Considerable portions have survived of a commentary on 
Psalm 37 (LXX 36) from Cave 4. Here those that wait upon the 
LORD, those who shall inherit the land (verse 9), are ‘the 
congregation of His elect who do His will’ — in other words, 
the Qumran community. The little while after which the wicked 
shall not be (verse 10) is the probationary period of forty years 
at the end of the age, comparable to the probationary period 
of forty years in the desert in Moses’ day (cf. Hebrews 3: 9, 17). 
At the end of the eschatological period of forty years ‘there will 
not be found in the earth any wicked man’ (how the wicked 
are to be got rid of in just that period is explained in in greater 
detail in the Rule of War). The wicked who have drawn out the 
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sword and have bent their bow, to cast down the poor and needy 
(verse 14) are ‘the wicked ones of Ephraim and Manasseh who 
will seek to put forth a hand against the priest and the men 
of his counsel in the time of trial which is coming upon them’. 
The ‘priest’ is certainly the Teacher of Righteousness (as also 
in 1Qp Hab. 2. 8-10, where mention is made of ‘the priest into 
[whose heart] God has put [wisd] om to interpret all the 
words of His servants the prophets, [through whom] God told 
all that was to come upon His people and up [on His land]’). 
But he and his followers will not be left to the mercy of their 
enemies; ‘God will redeem them from their hand, and afterwards 
they [the wicked] shall be given into the hand of the terrible 
ones of the Gentiles for judgment.’ The ‘terrible ones of the 
Gentiles’ are no doubt the Kittim, who in 1Qp Hab. are the 
executors of divine wrath against the persecutors of the Teacher 
of Righteousness. There is a further possible reference to the 
Righteousness in the comment on verses 32 f. (The wicked 
watches the righteous, and seeks to slay him. The LORD wiil 
not leave him in his hand, nor condemn him when he is judged); 
but the comment unfortunately is very defective: ‘Its interpre- 
tation concern the Wicked [Pries|t who s[ent to the Teacher 
of Righteousness... ] to slay him ... and the law which he 
sent to him. But God will not Ιε[ανε him in his hand] nor 
[condemn him when| he is judged.’ But if the commentator did 
see a reference to the Teacher of Righteousness in this passage 
(which, on the analogy of Qumran interpretation of similar 
passages ,is highly probable), the Wicked Priest’s attempt to 
slay the Teacher seems to have been unsuccessful, for his 
deliverance is mentioned here as in the comment on verse 14. 


It has become a major preoccupation of students of the 
Qumran literature to interpret the Qumran commentaries so as 
to elucidate their historical and personal references. The diffi- 
culty of doing so may be gauged by the great variety of solutions 
proffered. One source of difficulty is that leading personalities 
are denoted by descriptive titles rather than by personal names. 
Many a religious minority will venerate a Teacher of Right- 
eousness, complain of persecution at the hands of a Wicked 
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Priest, and despise the easy-going majority as Seekers after 
Smooth Things, followers of a Prophet of Falsehood. 


There is, however, one fragmentary commentary which 
actually refers to historical characters by name. This is the 
commentary on Nahum from Cave 4, which explains the 
prophet’s description of Nineveh as a den where the lion and 
the lioness walked, the lion’s whelp, and none made them afraid 
(Nahum 2: 11) as a reference to ‘{[Deme] trius, king of Greece, 
who sought to enter Jerusalem by the counsel of the Seekers 
after Smooth Things’. The personal name is unfortunately 
mutilated, but it can scarcely be anything but Demetrius. We 
have a choice between three Seleucid kings of that name, but 
the reference is probably to Demetrius III (95-88 B.C.), who 
invaded Judaea at the invitation of Alexander Janaeus’s hostile 
Jewish subjects. The Seekers after Smooth Things, who are 
mentioned in other places in Qumran literature, are best 
identified with the Pharisees, who led the opposition to 
Jannaeus throughout most of his reign. 


The comment on Nahum 2: 11 continues: ‘[Never has that 
city fallen] into the hand of the kings of Javan (Greece) from 
Antiochus to the rise of the rulers of the Kittim, but ultimately 
it will be trodden down [by the Kittim].’ This Antiochus may 
well be Antiochus VII (Sidetes), whose demolition of the walls 
of Jerusalem early in the reign of John Hyrcanus (135-104 B.C.) 
was the last effective action by a Gentile ruler against the city 
until the Roman under Pompey entered it in 63 B.C. 


Nahum 2: 12 goes on: The lion tore in pieces enough for 
his whelps, and strangled for his lionesses, and filled his caves 
with prey, and his dens with torn flesh; in these words the 
commentator sees a reference to ‘the raging lion, who smote 
with his mighty ones and the men of his counsel’ and ‘took 
vengeance on the Seekers after Smooth Things, in that he 
proceeded to hang them up alive, [which was never done] in 
Israel before’. That ’such a thing was never done in Israel 
before’ means that it had never been done by an Israelite. So 
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far as we know, the first Jewish ruler to punish his ennemies 
in this way, by crucifixion, was Alexander Jannaeus, who may 
thus be identified quite certainly with the ‘Tagine’ lion’: “It is 
not suggested that the Teacher of Righteousness or any of his 
followers were among those crucified by him; neither is there 
any indication that the ‘raging lion’ is the ‘Wicked Priest’ of 
other commentaries. The Seekers after Smooth Things were 
not approved of by the Qumran community, but to crucify 
them was a blasphemous atrocity. 


The Nahum commentary, then, provides us with more 
certain criteria for relating Qumran exegesis to history than 
we find in the other commentaries published to date. And these 
criteria may, with due caution, be used to throw light on 
ambiguous references in other Qumran texts. 


The Qumran commentaries plainly do not give us much 
help in understanding the Old Testament. But the serious 
student of Scripture can never fail to be interested in what 
was thought of its meaning by serious students of earlier days; 
and in this regard the Qumran commentaries on the Old 
Testament have opened a new world for our exploration. 


IV. QUMRAN AND CHRISTIANITY 


The parallels and coincidences between the Qumran com- 
munity and the primitive Church are sufficiently numerous 
and impressive to call for some attempt to account for them. 
The early Christians, like the men of Qumran, regarded them- 
selves as the Israel of God, the righteous remnant, the little 
flock, the people of the new covenant. They took over titles 
given in the Old Testament to Israel as a whole: they are ‘a 
chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, God’s own 
people’ (1 Peter 2: 9). They too believed themselves to be living 
in the days of the fulfilment of all that the prophets had spoken. 
According to Peter in the temple court, ‘Moses... and all the 
prophets who spoken, from Samuel and those who came after- 
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wards, also proclamed these days’ (Acts 3: 22-24). These words 
would not surprise us if we met them in a Qumran context. 
Nor is there any doubt to whom those early Christians were 
indebted for this belief; the Gospels make it plain that this was 
what their Master taught. Jesus began His ministry in Galilee 
with the proclamation that the appointed time had fully come 
and the kingdom of God had drawn near (Mark 1: 15), delivered 
in words in which (as we have seen) it is not difficult to detect 
an echo of the book of Daniel — although in His adoption of 
apocalyptic categories, as in all else, Jesus touches nothing that 
He does not transform and transcend. When He read the 
opening words of Isaiah 61 in the synagogue at Nazareth, as 
far as the announcement of ‘the acceptable year of the Lord’, 
He began His exposition of the text by saying: “Today this 
scripture has been fulfilled in your hearing’ (Luke 4: 16-21). 
There can be little question that the main lines of Old Testament 
interpretation running throughout the New Testament were 
laid down by Jesus Himself. 


The Qumran community believed that the prophets, by 
divine inspiration and command, foretold the things that were 
to happen at the end-time, but that one thing was withheld from 
them — the knowledge of when the end-time would come. 
Without this knowledge it was impossible to understand their 
oracles properly; they remained a mystery which awaited its 
true solution. But this knowledge was granted to the Teacher 
of Righteousness; he was given the key to unlock the divine 
mysteries, and the special knowledge which he received from 
God was communicated by him to his disciples. No wonder 
that in their hymns of thanksgiving they praised God for 
opening up to them His wonderful mysteries. For they under- 
stood things which remained a riddle to others. We recall our 
Lord’s words to His disciples: ‘To you has been given the secret 
of the kingdom of God, but for those outside everything is in 
riddles’ (Mark 4: 11). The prophets themselves, Peter assures 
us, did not fully understand the significance of their oracles; 
‘they inquired what person or time was indicated by the Spirit 
of Christ within them’ (1 Peter 1: 11). But Peter and his 
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associated had no need to inquire: they know the person and 
they knew the time. ‘This is that which was spoken by the 
prophet... to him [that is, to Jesus] all the prophets bear 
witness’ (Acts 2: 16; 10: 48). With regard to the interpretation 
of Old Testament prophecy, our Lord did for His followers what 
the Teacher of Righteousness did for his. But our Lord did 
more: in the belief of His followers He fulfilled the scriptures 
in addition to making their meaning plain. To them, He not 
only unfolded the mystery of the kingdom of God; He came 
as the embodiment of that kingdom, the autobasileia, in 
Origen’s great word. The Qumran commentators certainly 
found references to the Teacher of Righteousness in the 
prophetic oracles, but did not present him as the fulfilment of 
those oracles. The fulfilment lay ahead, in the new age of 
restoration. 


This new age, in the thought of Qumran, would be 
heralded by the appearance of three figures — a prophet, a 
priest and a prince (1QS 9.11; 4Q Testimonia). The priest and 
the prince are both called ‘anointed ones’ (Messiahs); whether 
we speak of them as two Messiahs or not depends on our 
definition of the title Messiah. When the Qumran literature 
speaks of ‘the Messiah’ without qualification (e.g. 1QSa 2. 11 f.), 
it is the prince — the ‘prince of the congregation’ (1QSb 5.20; 
1 QM 5. 1; CD 7. 20) — that is intended. The prophet whom 
they expected was the prophet of whom Moses spoke in Deu- 
teronomy) 18 41'S: efiz) he Swouldmeinweffect, be? al second 
Moses. The priest would be the head of the state in the 
new age; almost certainly he would belong to the Zadokite 
family. The prince, the Davidic Messiah, would be military 
leader and civil ruler, but he would be subordinate to the 
priest. As military leader he would command the ‘sons of light’ 
in their war against the ‘sons of darkness’; his civil rdle would 
be that allotted to ‘the prince’ in Ezekiel’s blueprint for the 
new commonwealth. The Teacher of Righteousness who founded 
the community cannot well have been envisaged as identical 
with any of these three figures. There is, indeed, in the 
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Damascus document a reference which looks forward to the 
standing up of the Teacher of Righteousness in the latter days 
(CD 6. 10 f.), but there is little justification for seeing here the 
first Teacher of Righteousness rising from the dead to resume 
and complete his career. The future Teacher of Righteousness 
is probably to be identified rather with the ‘Expounder of the 
Law’ who, according to CD 7. 18 ff., corroborated by 4Q 
Florilegium, is to rise up at the end-time with the Davidic 
Messiah. Since ‘the lips of a priest should guard knowledge, 
and men should seek the law from his mouth’ (Malachi 2: 7), 
this coming ‘Expounder of the Law’ is probably the same 
person as the great priest of the new age. 


The formal correspondence between the messianic doctrine 
of Qumran and the Christian doctrine of our Lord’s threefold 
office is obvious enough. But the formal correspondence there 
is an important material difference. For in Christian theology 
our Lord is prophet and priest and king in His own person. 
From the earliest days of the apostolic preaching He was 
proclaimed as being both the Messiah of David’s line and the 
prophet like Moses. As for His priestly character, this could 
not be stated in terms of the Levitical or Zadokite priesthood, 
because it was known to all that He belonged to the tribe of 
Judah. We need not take too seriously the attemps which have 
been made, from the time of Hippolytus to our own day, to 
give Him a Levitical ancestry through His mother, who was 
related to Elizabeth, one of ‘the daughters of Aaron’ (cf Luke 
1: 5, 36). The New Testament writer (the author of ‘Hebrews’) 
who makes it his chief business to develop the conception of 
our Lord’s priestly office finds Old Testament precedent for 
this in Psalm 110: 4, where a Davidic king is acclaimed as ‘a 
priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek’. 


In its messianic doctrine as in its biblical interpretation in 
general, the Qumran community laid special stress on the 
prophetic parts of the Old Testament, in a way which aligns 
it with Christianity as against normative Judaism. In normative 
Judaism the prophets tend to be treated by way of commentary 
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to the law; at Qumran, as in the early Church, they are allowed 
to speak in their own right, and it has been made plain that 
the theology of the two movements is very closely bound up 
with their prophetic interpretation. 


The Qumran community, like other schools of Jewish 
thought at the time, did have its own interpretation and appli- 
cation of the Law, and very strict it was, stricter than that 
of the Pharisaic schools. We have only to look at the rulings on 
the marriage law or the sabbath law laid down in the Damascus 
document to appreciate this. To give but one example: our Lord 
is reported as asking the Pharisees and lawyers of His acquain- 
tance: ‘Which of you, having an ass or an ox that has fallen 
into a well, will not immediately pull him out on a sabbath 
day ?’ (Luke 14: 5; cf. Matthew 12: 11.) The implication is that 
any of them would, as a matter of course, relieve the animal 
even on the sabbath. But such a humane action as this is 
expressly forbidden in Qumran literature as a breach of the 
sabbath law (CD 11. 13 f.). This may illustrate, too, how far 
removed in principle the Qumran interpretation of the Law was 
from that which we find in the Gospels, where the main 
criterion is an appeal to the original intention of each institution 
or commandment — an intention which reflected the Creator’s 
eare for the well-being of His creatures, not excluding the 
humblest. The Qumran marriage-law, according to CD 4. 21, 
appeals to Genesis 1: 27, as Jesus also did (Mark 10: 7); but 
Jesus appeals to it to forbid divorce, whereas the Damascus 
document appeas to it to forbid bigamy. 


As for the interpretation of Old Testament prophecy, over 
against the atomizing procedure of the Qumran commentaries 
the New Testament use of the Old Testament reflects an 
appreciation of the divine pattern of action which pervades 
the prophetic outlook and finds that pattern definitively realized 
in the redemptive act of God in Christ. 


Apart from the general heritage of Old Testament religion, 
which they shared with the Pharisees and Sadducees, it is 
possible that Qumran and early Christianity had a common 
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heritage of a special kind. The.Qumran and related Essene 
movements have been traced back to the ancient ascetic and 
‘desert’ strain in Israel (represented in Old Testament times by 
the Nazirities and Rechabites) which survived in greater 
vigour than has usually been recognized, and continued to 
flourish in the post-exilic age as a ‘non-conformist’ tradition in 
two main groups — a southern and a northern. From the 
southern group came the men of Qumran; the northern group 
provided the milieu within which Christianity arose. This 
consideration could account for many of the affinities which 
have been traced the New Testament and the literature of 
Qumran. 


In Luke’s nativity narrative we are introduced to people 
who, like Simeon of Jerusalem, waited for the consolation of 
Israel or, like the aged prophetess Anna of the same city, 
looked for the redemption of Jerusalem. In his passion narrative 
Joseph of Arimathaea is one of those who were expecting the 
kingdom of God. People like these — among whom Zechariah 
and Elizabeth, Joseph and Mary, may also be reckoned with 
confidence — could well have been ‘associate members’ of one 
or another of those circles of nonconformist piety which 
flourished in Israel at that time. Some of those circles took 
the form of ‘baptist’? communities whose activity in the Jordan 
valley and its vicinity is well attested for that whole period. 
The canticles of Luke’s nativity narrative (more particularly, 
the Magnificat and Benedictus) sound like manifestoes of such 
a circle, and they serve as a counterpart in the cradle of 
Christianity to the Hymns of Thanksgiving found at Qumran; 
despite their differences both breathe the genuine spirit of 
contemporary Jewish piety and hope. 


A personal link between the two movements has been 
sought in John the Baptist. John lived in the wilderness until 
he began his public ministry (Luke 1: 80). If youth who was 
born in ‘a city of Judah’ (Luke 1. 39) and was later to be active 
in the Jordan valley found a congenial retreat in the wilderness, 
this would not have been far from the vicinity of Qumran. 
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Nothing, of course, can be based on such speculation. But a 
closer connection between John and the Qumran community 
might be looked for in their baptismal doctrine and practice. 
According to 1QS 3. 25 ff. the man who is impure and rebellious 
in heart cannot hope to be cleansed by lustral water; this is 
reminiscent of Josephus’s account of John’s teaching: ‘he taught 
that baptism would appear acceptable in God’s sight if they 
underwent it not to procure pardon for certain sins but with a 
view to the purification of the body when once the soul had 
been purified by righteousness’ (Antiquities 18. 117). But 
Josephus’s interpretation of John’s baptism, which differs from 
the Gospel account, was no doubt influenced by the Essenes’ 
teaching about their ceremonial washings, with which he was 
more familiar. Josephus is probably right, however, in 
suggesting that John formed a community of his own: this is the 
natural sense of his statement that John bade people ‘come 
together by means of baptism’, and agrees with the Gospel 
statement that John’s mission was to ‘make ready a people 
prepared for the Lord’ (Luke 1: 17). 


The opening chapters of the Gospel of John deal with an 
early phase of Jesus’ activity, in the regions of Judaea and 
Samaria, which was concurrent with the later ministry of 
John the Baptist, when John had not yet been imprisoned 
(John 3: 24). The dispute about purification between some of 
John’s disciples and ‘a Jew’, mentioned in John 3: 25, is the 
kind of dispute which must have been very common in those 
regions at a time when so many competing ‘baptist’ groups 
were active there. The disciples of John and the disciples of 
Jesus were not the only people engaged in baptizing — or at 
least in the practice of ceremonial washing — in the Jordan 
valley and Dead Sea areas in those days. The Qumran texts 
and material installations have provided us with a new back- 
ground against which we can view these chapters in a better 
perspective. Even the language in which John the Baptist, in 
the Fourth Gospel, speaks of Jesus as the Coming One who 
will baptize with the Holy Spirit because His own endowment 
with that Spirit is unlimited (John 1: 26584; 3: 27-36) has a 
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striking parallel in 1QS 4. 30 f., where the hope is expressed 
that at least one man will eventually manifest in an unpreced- 
ented degree that purity of heart which accompanies the full 
impartation of the Holy Spirit. 


Indeed, of all the Gospels, it is John’s which presents the 
most striking points of contact with the Qumran texts, to a 
point where some have spoken of a ‘common conceptual world’. 
Such characteristic Johannine expressions as ‘the sons of light’, 
‘the light of life’, ‘walking in darkness’, ‘doing the truth’, 
‘the works of God’, are equally characteristic of Qumran 
literature. Like that literature, the Gospel and Epistles of John 
view the world, and especially the world of mankind, in terms 
of sharply contrasted light and darkness, good and evil, truth 
and falsehood. Yet there remains a wide gulf between the 
Qumran doctrines and the essentials of Johannine teaching ; 
among these essentials are those relating to the atoning work 
of the Messiah, the salvation of sinners, the ministry of healing, 
and the gospel of love. (These themes, of course, appear in 
other New Testament documents.) 


The affinities in vocabulary and concept should not obscure 
the new element in John’s use of the common terms. When 
he speaks of the ‘true light’, for example, he is not speaking of 
an abstraction, nor even primarily of a body of teaching or a 
holy community; for him the ‘true light’ is Jesus Christ, the 
incarnate logos. 


This at least may be said: the Qumran discoveries are a 
major cause of the ‘new look on the Fourth Gospel’ to which 
a number of scholars have recently drawn our attention, and 
have provided an additional, and weighty, reason for insisting 
on the Palestinian origin of its distinctive tradition. If we look 
for a closer contact between Qumran and the Fourth Gospel 
than their ‘common reservoir of teminology and ideas’, we may 
reflect on the high probability that the ‘beloved disciple’ of 
this Gospel may have been a disciple of John the Baptist before 
he became a follower of Jesus. 


— 234 — 


ΤΗΕ QUMRAM DISCOVERIES AND THE BIBLE 


This brings us back to John the Baptist. With regard to 
him, let it be said that even if he did owe some debt to the 
Qumran community, it was a new impulse which sent him 
forth to proclaim a baptism of repentance for the remission of 
sins. His recorded ministry is essentially a prophetic ministry. 
He describes himself as a voice crying to Israel : 

In the wilderness prepare ye the way of the LORD ; 

Make straight in the desert a highway for our God. 


The men of Qumran, as has been said already, found in these 
words of Isaiah 40: 3 their authority for withdrawing to the 
wilderness. John, himself the son of a priest, might at one 
time have found something specially appealing in a movement 
which attached so much importance to the preservation of a 
pure priesthood as the Qumran movement did; but when ‘the 
word of God came to John the son of Zechariah in the 
wilderness’ (Luke 3: 2), as it had come to many a prophet 
before, he learned and taught the necessity for something that 
went beyond the doctrine and practice of Qumran. 


Even more evident is the impossibility of accounting for 
the mission and message of Jesus in terms of Essene or 
Qumranic doctrine and practice. ‘Volunteers for holiness’ as the 
members of this community were, they understood holiness in 
a very different way from Jesus. They tried to preserve their 
holiness by keeping themselves to themselves as far as possible, 
whereas Jesus deliberately sought the company of social out- 
casts, because it was they who were in greatest need of His 
help as a physician of the soul. For this, as the Gospels relate, 
He was condemned by the Pharisees of His day; but the 
Pharisees themselves were condemned by the men of Qumran 
for their laxity, for being ‘seekers after smooth things’, people 
who chose an easy way of holiness. Again, Jesus’ inculcation 
of love for one’s enemies and acts of kindness to one’s perse- 
cutors (Matthew 5: 43 ff.; Luke 6: 27 ff.) is poles apart from 
the Qumran injunction to cherish ‘eternal hatred towards all 
the men of the Pit’ (1QS 9. 21 f.). The Qumran expectation of 
a holy war in which the saints would annihilate the ungodly 
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(if the Rule of War is to be interpreted literally) has no 
counterpart in the ministry of the Son of Man who ‘came not 
to destroy men’s lives but to save them’ (Luke 9: 56). And 
Jesus’ followers inherited from Him a missionary zeal which, 
even in its earlier restriction to ‘the lost sheep of the house of 
Israel’ (Matthew 10: 6), has no counterpart at Qumran. 


With the Qumran emphasis on the necessity of inward 
cleansing, mentioned above, goes a remarkable parallel to the 
New Testament doctrine of justification by grace which finds 
frequent expression in the Qumran hymns. Man has no 
righteousness of his own — not before God, at any rate (1QH 9. 
14-16). But what he lacks in himself he may receive as a gift 
from God. 


‘I know that righteousness does not belong to mortal 
man, nor perfection of way to a son of man. To God 
Most High belong all the works of righteousness, and 
the way of moral man cannot be established except by 
the spirit which God has fashioned for him... I have 
leaned upon thy loving—kindnesses and the multitude 
of thy compassions. For thou makest atonement for 
iniquity and doest cleanse mankind from guilt by thy 
righteousness — not for the sake of man [but for thy 
glory] thou hast done it’ (1OH 4. 30 ff.). 


The same note is struck repeatedly in the ‘Hymn of the 
Initiants’ at the end of the Rule of the Community ; thus: ‘I 
will call God “my righteousness”, and the Most High “the 
establisher of my good”’ (1QS 10.12 f.). 


Most of the resemblances which have been noted between 
the organization and discipline of the Qumran community and 
of the disciples of Jesus are of a general rather than of an 
essential character. The Qumran purificatory washings are 
different in significance from Christian baptism, with its once- 
for-all validity; the communal or sacrificial meals at Qumran 
do not appear to have anything of the sacramental and memorial 
character of the Eucharist. The Christian episkopos has little 
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but the meaning of his title in common with the mebagqger, a 
title shared at Qumran both by the ‘overseer of all the camps’ 
(CD 14. 8 f.) and by the ‘overseer’ of each camp (CD 13. 7). 
EHven so closely-knit a community as the original Jerusalem 
church probably was did not organize itself in anything like 
the quasi-military regimentation of Qumran. The community 
of. goods of Acts 2: 44 f.; 4: 32 ff., 6: 1, was a spontaneous move 
rather than a carefully planned and regulated provision as it 
was at Qumran. And there is as much divergence as there is 
resemblance between the fine prescribed at Qumran for any 
member who deceived the community in the matter of wealth 
(1Ω5 6. 24 f.) and the more serious fate which befell Ananias 
and Sapphira when they yielded to the like temptation (Acts 
5: 1 ff.). Attempts have been made to relate the calendrical 
practice of the Qumran community to that of the early 
Christians; in particular, it has been argued persuasively, 
though not conclusively, that the following of a calendar 
similar to that of Qumran by Jesus and His disciples might 
explain the discrepancy between the Synoptic and Johannine 
dating of the Passion Passover. 


The fundamental difference between the two communities, 
however, lies in the person and achievement of Jesus. Our 
ancient sources of information about the Essenes give us a 
fairly detailed description of their beliefs and practices; they 
tell us nothing about the founder of the Essene movement. We 
knew nothing about the Teacher of Righteousness until the 
‘Damascus’ and Qumran document came to light. Can we 
imagine any comparably detailed ancient description of Chris- 
tians which made no mention at all of the Founder of Chris- 
tianity ? Why, the first extant pagan reference to Christians 
cannot even mention them without adding at once they received 
their name from Christ, ‘who was executed by the procurator 
Pontius Pilate when Tiberius was emperor’ (Tacitus, Annals 
15. 44). 


This is not to undervalue the significance of the Teacher 
of Righteousness for the community of which he was the 
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effective founder. It is rather to underline the still greater 
significance of our Lord for the community which He founded. 
The Teacher of Righteousness died — how, we do not know. 
It is not at all certain that his followers expected him to rise 
from the dead in advance of the resurrection of the just. But 
even if they did, of this we may be sure: he never did 5ο rise, 
and no one ever thought he had done so. Jesus also died -— 
how, we know very well. If He had remained in the power 
of death, it is doubtful whether the community which He 
founded would have survived in any form; it certainly would 
not have come to life again in the way that it did, to remain 
in being to this day. The abiding significance of Jesus for His 
community is that its life is perpectually dependent on His 
risen life. 


F. FL BRUCE 
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THE PRESENT STATE ΟΕ THE DIOCESES 
OF THE COPTIC’ ORTHODOX 
SEE OF ALEXANDRIA’. 


By 
Prof. Dr. O.H.E. KHS-Burmester, Ph.D. Cantab. 


There are at present (1969) nineteen dioceses of the 
Egyptian Church excluding the Patriarchal See of Alexandria, 
and the dioceses. of the following countries: Palestine, the 
Sadan, South Africa and Ethiopia. 


I. — EGYPT. 


Patriarchal See: Patriarchal residence at Cairo and 
Alexandria. 


1. Diocese of Ash-Shargiyah : Episcopal residence at Zaqaziq 
(Zagazig). Comprises all churches in the Governorate (Muha- 
fazah) of Ash-Sharqiyah, as well as those in the Governorates 
of Port Sa‘id, Suez and IsmAa‘iliah. 


2. Diocese of Ad-Daqahliyah and Al-Gharbiyah: Episcopal 
residence at Manstrah. Comprises all churches (a) in the 
Districts of Manstrah, As-Sinbillawain, Aga, Mit Ghamr, 
Dikirnis of the Governorate of Ad-Daqahliyah, (b) at Al-Mahalla 
al-Kubra, Samanntd, Zifta, Talkha, Shirbin of the Governo- 


(1) The term Copt comes from the Arabic word Qibt which, in its turn, is merely 
a shortened form of the Greek word Αἰγύπτιος (Egyptian) from which 
the initial diphthong At and the adjectival suffix toc have fallen away, 
leaving thus the form γυπτ (gypt) which became in Arabic Qibt, the y 
being represented by the strong gutieral «Κ» (qdf), the m™ by a «<b», 
since «p» does not exist in Arabic, and the τ, by the strong palatal «t» 
(tc). 

(2) Extract from The Egyptian or Coptic Church by O.H.E. KHS-Burmester 
Cairo, 1967 (Publication of the Society for Coptic Archaeology, 222, Avenue 
Ramses, Cairo, Egypt). 
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rate of Al-Gharbiyah, (ο) at Dumyat in the Governorate of 
Dumyat (Damietta). 


3. Diocese of Al-Gharbiyah and Al-Bahirah": Episcopal 
residence at Tanta. Comprises all churches (a) in the Districts 
of Damanhtr, Rashid (Rosetta), Al-Mahmdidiyah, Shubra Khit, 
Ityai al-Bariid, Al-Dilingat, Kum Hamadah, ΑΡΏ Hummus of 
the Governorate of Al-Baharah, (ὃ) at Tanta, Kafr az-Zaiyat, 
DisGq, As-Santah, Kafr ash-Shaikh of the Governorate of Α]- 
Gharbiyah. 


4. Diocese of ALMinifiyah: Episcopal residence at Shibin 
al-Ktim. Comprises all churches in the Governorate of Al- 
Mintfiyah. 


5. Diocese of Al-Qalyibiyah : Episcopal residence at Banha. 
Comprises all churches in the Districts of Quwaisnah, Qalydib, 
Shibin al-Qanatir, Banha of the Governorate of Al-Qalytbiyah. 


6. Diocese of Al-Gizah: Episcopal residence at Al-Gizah. 
Comprises all churches in the Governorate of Al-Gizah. 


7. Diocese of Al-Fayytm: Episcopal residence at Al-Fayyaim. 
Comprises all churches in the Governorate of Al-Fayytm. 


8. Diocese of Bani Staf and Al-Bahnasd: Episcopal residence 
at’ Bani Stiaf. Comprises all churches (a) in the Governorate of 
Bani 514, (b) in the Districts of Al-Fashn, Maghaghah, Bani 
Mazar, Matai of the Governorate of Al-Minya. 


9. Diocese of Al-MinyG and Al-Ashmiinain: Episcopal 
residence at Al-Minyaé. Comprises all churches (a) in the 
Districts of Al-Minya, Samaldat, Aba Qurqds of the Governorate 
of Al-Minya, (b) churches in part of the District of Al-Mallawi 
of the Governorate of Asyit. 


10. Diocese of Sanabt, Dairtit and Qusqdm: Episcopal 
residence at Dairfiit. Comprises all churches in part of the 


Districts of Al-Minya, Dairdt, Manfaltit of the Governorate of 
Asyutt. 
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11. Diocese of Manfalit and Abntib: Episcopal residence 
at Manfalat. Comprises all churches (a) in the District of 
Manfalit and Asytt of the Governorate of Asyit. 


12. Diocese of Asytt and Sdqultah : Episcopal residence at 
Asyut. Comprises all churches in the Districts of AsyGit and Al- 
Badari of the Governorate of Asytt. 


13. Diocese of Abt Tig and Tahtad: Episcopal residence at 
Abt Tig. Comprises all churches (a) in the District of Aba Tig 
of the Governorate of Asyut, (b) at Tahta in the Governorate of 
suhag. 


14. Diocese of Stihdg: Episcopal residence at Sthag. Com- 
prises all churches in the District of SGhag of the Governorate 
of Sthag. 


15. Diocese of Akhmim: Episcopal residence at Akhmim. 
Comprises all churches in the District of Akhmim of the 
Governorate of Asyit. 


16. Diocese of Girgd: Episcopal residence at Girga. Com- 
prises all churches (a) in the District of Girga, (b) in part of 
the Disrict of Nag‘ Hammadi of the Governorate of Qina. 


17. Diocese of Al-Balyané: Episcopal residence at Al- 
Balyana. Comprises all churches (a) in the District of Al- 
Balyana of the Governorate of Sthag, (Ὁ) in part of the District 
of Qinad of the Governorate of Qina. 


18. Diocese of Qind, Quis and Naqddah.« Episcopal resi- 
dence at Qinda. Comprises churches (a) in part of the District 
of Nag’ Hammadi, (0) in the greater part of the Districts of 
Qinad, Qds and Dishna of the Governorate of Qina. 


19. Diocese of AlUgqstr (Luxor), Isnéd and Aswan: 
Episcopal residence at Al-Uqstr (Luxor). Comprises churches 


— 241 — 


O.H.E. BURMESTER 


(a) in part of the District of Nag‘ Hammadi, other than those 
mentioned before, (ὁ) in the Districts of Al-Uqstr and Isna of 
the Governorate of Ωἰπᾶ, (ο) in the Districts of Idfa and Aswan 
of the Governorate of Aswan, (d) in the District of Armant of 
the Governorate of Qina and Kim Umbi of the Governorate of 
Aswan. 


Furthermore, (1969) there are three bishops without sees. 
(a) Anba Samwil (Samuel), Bishop of Public, Oecumenical and 
Social Services. Residence at Anba Ruwais, Al-‘Abbassiah, 
Cairo, (b) Anba& Shantdah (Shenouti), Bishop of Religious 
Education and Sunday Schools. Residence at Anba Ruwais, 
Al-‘Abbassiah, Cairo, (ο) Δηρᾶ Gregorius, Bishop for Higher 
Studies Coptic Culture and Scientific Research. Residence at 
Anba Ruwais, Al-‘Abbassiah, Cairo. 


In 1898 A.D., Cyril Vth, Pope and Patriarch of Alexandria, 
raised to episcopal rank the hegoumenoi of the following 
monasteries: Al-Muharraq, St. Antony’s, St. Paul’s, and Al- 
Baramts, and the hegoumenoi of the remaining monasteries 
were raised to episcopal rank by the Pope and Patriarch Joseph 
II (1946-1956). At the present time, the only hegoumenoi who 
have episcopal rank are those of the Monastery Al-Baramds, 
that of As-Surian together with that of Anba Bishoi, that of Aba 
Maqar and that of St. Paul. The hegoumenos of the Monastery 
of St. Antony is deposed from the hegoumenate, but is still 
bishop. There is now a tacit agreement that no future hegoume- 
noi shall be raised to episcopal rank. The rule of early Egyptian 
monasticism was that monks should not accede to hierarchical 
rank. 


II. — OUTSIDE EGYPT. 


1. Palestine. Diocese of Jerusalem. Episcopal residence at 
Jerusalem. Comprises all Egyptian churches in Jerusalem and 
in Palestine. 


2. The Stidan. Diocese of Nubah, ‘Atbarah and Umdurmén: 
Episcopal residence at Atbarah and Umdurman. Comprises all 
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churches (a) at Atbarah, Ad-Damir of the Province of Berber, 
(b) Port Sadan of the Province of Suakin. Diocese of Al- 
Kharttiim South and Uganda: Episcopal residence at Al-Kharttim. 
Comprises all churches in the Provinces of Wadi Halfa and AI- 
KhartQm and in Uganda. 


3. South Africa. Diocese of South Africa. Episcopal 
residence at Johannesburg. The jurisdiction of this bishop 
extends to all those living in South Africa who observe the 
Coptic Rite and are in communion with the See of Alexandria. 


4. Canada. Two priests have recently been appointed there 
to serve the Egyptian Christian emigrants in North America. 


5. Koweit. There is a church with a resident priest. 


There are at present about one thousand two hundred 
priests of the Egyptian Orthodox Church. 


6. Ethiopia. The Ethiopian Church is a daughter Church 
of the See of Alexandria, and, formerly, its Head “The Abdana’’ 
was appointed by the Pope and Patriarch of Alexandria. In 
1959, however, after long negotiations, the status of the 
Ethiopian Church was finally recognized as autonomous and 
autocephalous by the See of Alexandria, and its Head was 
consecrated by the Pope and Patriarch of Alexandria as 
“Catholicus”’, though in Ethiopia itself he bears the title 
“Patriarch”. The Ethiopian Church has fifteen archiepiscopal 
sees and ten bishops ('). In addition, there is in Jerusalem an 
Archbishop of the Ethiopian Monasteries in the Holy City. The 
Sees of the Ethiopian Church are as follows : 


----------------------------- - 


(1) Cf. Aymro Wondemagegnehu, A Short Introduction to the Ethiopian Church, 
Addis Ababa, p. 19. The present revised list gives the names of the 
actual (1969) occupants of the Sees of the Ethiopian Church. 
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Diocese 


Patriarchate : 


The Empire of Ethiopia 


Dioceses : 


Arussi (Province) 
Assosa and Metekel 
(District) 

Bale (Province) 
Begemder (Province) 
Borena (District) 
Eritrea (Province) 


Gamu Gofa (Province) 


Gofa (District) 
Gojjam (Province) 
Hararge (Province) 


Illubabor (Province) 


Katfa (Province) 
Kaffa (District) 
Kembata-Haikotch 
(District) 
Showa (Province) 


Sidamo (Province) 
Tigre (Province) 
Wallaga (Province) 
Wollo (Province) 
Jerusalem 


Residence 


Addis Ababa 


Asella 
Assosa 


Goba 
Gondar 
Negele 
Asmara 


Arbaminich 


Debre Markos 
Harar 


Gore 


Jimma 
Hosana 
Addis Ababa 


Yirgalem 
Mekale 
Lekempt 
Dessie 
Jerusalem 
(Monastery) 


Rank of Incumbent 


Patriarch 
Acting-Patriarch 


Archbishop 
Bishop 


Archbishop 
Archbishop 
Bishop 
Archbishop 
Bishop 
Archbishop 
Bishop 
Archbishop 
Archbishop 


Suffragan Bishop 


Archbishop 
Bishop 

Sutfragan Bishop 
Archbishop 
Bishop 

Bishop 


Archbishop 


Archbishop 
Archbishop 
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Name of Incumbent 


ΠΗ. Abana Basilios 
Abt&né Theophilos 
Archbishop of Harar 


Abtina Lukas 


AbinG& Petros 
Abana Athanaseos 
ΑὈΏπᾶ Mikael 
Abind Sawiros 
Abiné Selama 
Abtinad Markos 


Abtind Theophilos, now 


Acting-Patriarch 
Abiiné Abraham, 
Bishop of Hosana 


ΠΗ. Abiiné Basilios, 

the Patriarch 
Abana Timotheos 
Abtiné Yohannes 
Abtin& Yacob 
Abtinad Gabriel 
ΑὈΏπᾶ Philipos 
Abind Yosef 


Ol ΑΓΩΝΕΣ TOY ‘1, ΑΥΓΟΥΣΤΙΝΟΥ 
ENANTION TON ΣΧΙΣΜΑΤΙΚΩ͂Ν: 


2. Τὰ κύρια γνωρίσματα τῶν Σχισματικῶν 


Ὑ πὸ 
τοῦ Βεβ. Μητροπολίτου Καλαβρίας Αἱμιλιανοῦ" 


Σπουδαῖα στοιχεῖα τοῦ βίου καὶ τῆς δράσεως τοῦ Αὐγουστίνου, 
συνάγομεν ἀπὸ τὸ ἔργον του Retractationes. Εἶναι δύσκολον ν᾿ ἀποδοθῇ 
ἣ ἀκριβὴς σημασία εἰς μετάφρασιν. Ἡ ἔννοια εἰς τὸ λατινικὸν εἶναι παρα- 
πλησία τοῦ curae secundae, δηλ. μία ἐργασία συγγραφικὴ ἐν συνεχεῖ 
προόδῳ. Ὁ Ποσίδιος τὸ ἀποκαλεῖ Recensione Librorum. Τὸ 412 ὁ Αὐ- 
γουστῖνος ἤθελε νὰ κάμῃ μίαν ἀναθεώρησιν τῶν συγγραμμάτων του διορ- 
θώνων ἰδίως ὡρισμένς χωρία. (Ep.cxliii 2). Καιρὸν ὅμως δὲν εὗρε, 
εἰμὴ τὸ 427, ὅτε ἧτο 72 ἐτῶν, πλέον ἀνίκανος διὰ συγγραφικὴν δρᾶσιν. 

Τὸ Retractationes ἀποτελεῖται ἀπὸ δύο βιβλία. Τὸ a’ περικλείει 
ἔργα τὰ ὁποῖα ἔγραψεν cs λαϊκὸς καὶ συγχρόνως ὡς ἱερεύς. ᾿Εκεῖ ἐξετάζει 
167 χωρία. Τὸ B’ τὸ ἔγραψεν ὡς ἐπίσκοπος. Ἡ ἐξέλιξις τῆς ἐπιμορφώσεώς 
του καὶ τῆς πείρας του τὸν ἀναγκάζουν νὰ ἐπανορθώσῃ τὴν ἔννοιαν 52 
βιβλικῶν χωρίων. ᾿Εδῶ διορθώνει παλαιάς του δοξασίας περὶ τῆς ἀρχῆς 
τῆς ψυχῆς καὶ φαίνεται διαλλακτικώτερος ἔναντι τῆς φιλοσοφίας τοῦ Πλά- 
τωνος καὶ τῶν ἀρχῶν τοῦ ᾿Ὡριγένους, 

"Αμυνα διὰ τὰς χριστιανικἁς ἰδέας, πόλεμος κατὰ τῶν ἐχθρῶν τῆς 
ὀρθοδόξου πίστεως, ἰδοὺ τὸ σύνθημά του μετὰ τὴν ἐπιστροφὴν μέχρι τῆς 
τελευτῆς του. Δὲν εἶναι ὑπερβολὴ νὰ λεχθῇ ὅτι ὅλα τὰ ἔργα του εἶναι προῖ- 
όντα τῶν περιστάσεων καὶ τῶν τρεχουσῶν ἀναγκῶν. Παρηκολούθει ἀγρύ- 


pi Συνέχεια ἐκ τῆς σελίδος 94 τοῦ προηγουμένου τεύχους. 
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Tyas τὰ διαγραφόμενα ρεύματα τῶν φιλοσόφων καὶ θεολόγων ἐπισημαίνων 
ὅ,τι ἧτο κακόδοξον καὶ ἀντιπαραδοσιαρχικόν. Οὐδὲν ἤθελεν ν᾽ ἀφήση ἀνα- 
πάντητον. Καὶ ἐπειδὴ μερικὰ ἔργα τοῦ ἐπείγοντος χαρακτῆρος, ἦσαν ἐν 
τῇ βίᾳ γραμμένα, πολλάκις ἀργότερον ἠσθάνετο τὴν ἀνάγκην τῆς ἐπεξεργα. 
σίας των καὶ βελτιώσεως πληρέστερον. Τοῦτο βλέπομεν εἰς τὸ Dee Trinitate. 
Κατηνάλωσε 18 ἔτη διὰ νὰ τὸ συγγράψῃ. Τὸ δὲ Civitate Dei μόλις ἀρ- 
χίσας τὴν συγγραφήν, ἠναγκάσθη νὰ τὸ ἀφήσῃ ἡμιτελές. Κατέβαλε προ- 
σπαθείας βελτιώσεώς του, ἐπανέλαβε κόπους πολλοὺς κατὰ διαλείμματα νὰ 
τὸ συμπληρώσηῃ πολλάκις καὶ ἐδαπάνησεν ἐν συνόλῳ 13 ἔτη. ᾿Αφ᾽ ἑτέρου 
ὅλη ἡ Δύσις προσέτρεχεν εἰς τὴν αὐθεντίαν του διὰ νὰ τὸν συμβουλευθῇ 
καὶ διὰ τὰ ἁπλούστερα ζητήματα ἀκόμη. 

"ES ἔχομεν μίαν μοναστικὴν θρησκευτικὴν ἀδελφότητα ἡ ὁποία 
τοῦ γράφει συμβουλευτικῶς. Ἤρκεσε τοῦτο ὥστε 61. Αὐγουστῖνος νὰ συν- 
τάξη ὑποδειγματικοὺς κανόνας βιώσεως θαυμασίους (Ep. ccxi). ᾿Εκεῖ ἕνας 
νεαρὸς “Ἕλλην ἀνικανοποίητος ἀπὸ τὰς μελέτας του ἐπὶ τοῦ Κικέρωνος, 
ζητεῖ λύσιν τῶν ἀποριῶν του (Ep. cxviii). Εἰς ἐποχὴν ὁπότε τὰ Mova- 
στήρια ἐν τῇ ᾿Αφρικῇ ἐπαρουσίοζον γοργὴν ἀνάπτυξιν ἐνεφανίσθησαν καὶ 
μοναχοὶ ἐκλαμβάνοντες ἀφελῶς κατὰ γράμμα τὸ ζῆν ὅπως « τὰ κρῖνα τοῦ 
ἀγροῦ, ἃ οὐ Koma, οὐδὲ νήθει ». Πλεῖστοι μὲ φανατισμὸν ὑπερήστγιζον τόν 
θεσμὸν τῶν farniente καὶ ἐπέμενον εἰς τὴν προσευχὴν ὡς τὸ μόνον καθῆ- 
κον των. Καὶ ἐδῶ ἀκριβῶς φαίνεται τὸ πρακτικὸν πνεῦμα τοῦ Αὐγουστί- 
νου. Γράφει τὸ De opere Monachorum (P.L. 40 547 - 582) ὅπου μὲ καν- 
στικὴν εἰρωνίαν ἐπαναφέρει τὸν Μοναχὸν εἰς τὸν νόμον τῆς περισυλλογῆς 
καὶ τῆς ἐργασίας ὡς μέσου λυτρώσεως τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἀπὸ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν 
καὶ ὡς συμπληρωματικοῦ τῆς προσευχῆς. ᾿Εντεῦθεν ἐνεπνεύσθησαν μοναχι- 
κὰ τάγματα τῆς Δύσεως τὰ ὁποῖα ἐν μέσῳ μιᾶς περιόδου σκοτεινῆς βαρ- 
βαρότητρς ἵδρυσαν ds κυµατοθραύστας τοῦ πολιτισμοῦ τὰ φυτώρια αὐτὰ 
τῆς ἐργασίας καὶ δημιουργίας ἐνὸς κόσμου. 


ας 
ας “κ 
Τὸ βαθύτερον γνώρισμα τοῦ Δονατισμοῦ ἦτο μία νοσταλγία καὶ 


ἐπιστροφὴ πρὸς τὰς πρώτας ἡμέρας τῆς ἁπλότητος τοῦ γνησίου Χριστια- 
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ν.σμοῦ. ᾿Επεδίωκεν τὴν ἀναβίωσιν τῆς ἀρχαίας αὐστηρότητος τῶν ἠθῶν καὶ 
τῆς ἁγνότητος τοῦ Κλήρου. ᾿Απὸ αὐτῆς τῆς ἀπόψεως δὲν εἶναι φαινόμενον 
μεμονωμένον καὶ ἀνεξάρτητον ἐν τῇ ἱστορίᾳ. Πρέπει νὰ μελετηθῇ ἐν συσχε- 
τίσει μὲ ὅλας τὰς λεγομένας μεταρρυθμιστικὰς ἐνθουσιαστικὰς κινήσεις Tra. 
λαιάς τε καὶ νέας : τὸν Μοντανόν, τὸν Τερτυλλιανόν, τὸν Wycliff, τὸν 
Huss, Calvin καὶ ἄλλους, "Όλους τοὺς ἔχοντας λόγους νὰ εἶναι δυσηρε- 
στημένοι ἀπὸ τὴν ἐπίσημον ᾿Εκκλησίαν καὶ ἀπὸ τὰς ἀτελείας μιᾶς ἐποχῆς 
μεταβατικῆς καὶ ἀσταθείας, κατώρθωσεν ὁ Δονάτος νὰ συγκεντρώση περὶ 
ἑαυτὸν ὡς ἐπίσης καὶ τὰ ἐπαναστατικὰ καὶ ἀδιάλλακτα πνεύματα. "Αν ἐ- 
πέζη ὁ Δονατισμὸς μέχρι τῶν ἡμερῶν μας θὰ μᾶς προσέφερε πολύτιμα στοι- 
χεῖα τῶν λειτουργικῶν του ἐθίμων τῆς ἀρχαιότητος ὅπως ὁ Νεστοριανισμός. 

Ἡ γνῶσις τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ ἡ γνῶσις τῆς ἀνθρωπίνης ψυχῆς, ἰδοὺ οἱ 
δύο πόλοι περὶ εὓς στρέφεται ὅλη ἡ διδασκαλία τοῦ Αὐγουστίνου. 
« Noverim me, noverim te» (Solil, 11) "Όσον ἐμβαθύνομεν εἰς τὰ βάθη 
τῆς διαφθορᾶς τῆς καρδίας τόσον θ᾽ ἀναζητῶμεν τὴν λύτρωσιν, καὶ τόσον 
θά στρεφώμεθα πρὸς τὸν Θεόν. ᾿Αλλὰ καὶ ὅσον ἀφ᾽ ἐτέρου πλησιάζομεν 
τὸν “Αγιον Θεόν, τόσον θὰ αἰσθονώμεθα τήν ἀντίθεσιν μεταξὺ τῆς ἀνθρω- 
πίνης καταπτώσεως καὶ τὸ μέγεθος τοῦ χάσματος τὸ ὁποῖον ἐδημιούργη- 
σεν ἣ ἁμαρτία. 

Οἱ Μανιχαῖοι, οἱ Δονατισταί, οἱ Πελαγιανοί, οἱ ᾿Αρειανοί, ἰδοὺ οἱ 
κυριώτεροι ἀντίπαλοί του μεθ᾽ ὧν ἐΞῆλθεν νὰ παλαίση. Παλαίων δὲ ἐχρη- 
σιμοποίει τὴν συνήθη τότε διαλεκτικὴν μέθοδον πολεμικῆς τοιούτου εἴδους. 
Ὑπεχρεοῦτο πρῶτον νὰ παρατάξῃ ὅλα τὰ ἐπιχειρήματα τῶν ἀντιπάλων 
του, πολλάκις μέχρι κουραστικῆς λεπτομερείας καὶ ἀκολούθως προβαίνει εἰς 
τὴν ἀναίρεσίν των. Πρέπει ἐν πάσῃ περιπτώσει νὰ ὁμολογηθῇ, ὅτι πάν- 
τοτε ἡ ἀναίρεσις δὲν ἧτο ἐπιτυχής. Τόσην ἀφθονίαν παρέχει τῶν δονατικῶν 
ἀπόψεων ὥστε ἀπὸ τὰ παρατιθέμενα χωρία τοῦ Αὐγουστίνου ἠμπορεῖ νὰ 
ἀνακατασκευασθῇ ὁλόκληρος ἡ δονατικὴ φιλολογία. Οὐδέποτε πολεμιστὴς 
ὑπῆρξεν τόσον πλούσιος εἰς ὅπλα, ἀλλὰ καὶ τόσον ἐπιτυχὴς νὰ ρίπτῃ τὰ 
βλήματά του ἀκριβῶς εἰς τὸν στόχον 

Οἱ ἀντίπαλοι τοῦ Αὐγουστίνου δὲν ἦσαν ws ἐπὶ τὸ πλεῖστον κα- 


τηρτισμένοι, συστηματικοὶ θεολόγοι, ὡς δύναταί τ.ς νὰ κρίνῃ ἀπὸ τὰ δια- 


— 247 — 


ΜΗΤΡΟΠΟΛΙΤΟΥ ΑΙΜΙΛΙ ΝΟΥ 


σῳϑέντα ἔργα τους. Κυρίως οὗτοι ὄντες λαϊκοὶ μὲ φανατισμὸν θρησκευτικόν, 
στερούμενοι στοιχειώδους θεολογικῆς μορφώσεως, ἐγνώριζον τὰς Δονατικὰς 
ἀπόψεις ἐκ παραδόσεως διασωθείσης ἀπὸ τοὺς γονεῖς Δονατιστὰς χωρὶς νὰ 
κατορθώνουν νὰ διαστέλλουν τὰς ἀκρότητας τῶν circumelliones. “Ο Αὐ- 
γουστῖνος κάλλιστα γνωείζων ποίους εἶχεν ὡς ἀντιπάλους, προσεπάθησε 
νὰ τοὺς κερδίσῃ. 

Φαίνεται ὅτι οἱ Δονατισταὶ ἐπίσκοποι ἀμυνόμενοι συχνά, ὠχυρώ- 
νοντο εἰς ἐξωπλισμένας βασιλικὰς ἐχούσας πέριξ καὶ τοιαῦτα cellae, καὶ 
οὕτω ἀνθίστοντο κατὰ τῶν αὐτοκρατορικῶν στρατευμάτων. Τοιοῦται ἰσχυ- 
ρῶς ὠχυρωμέναι ἐκκλησίαι ἀνεκαλύφθησαν ἐσχάτως ἐν Νουμιδίᾳ, 

Ἡ πιστοτέρα ἴσως περιγραφὴ τῆς καθημερινῆς των ζωῆς ἐδόθη ἀπὸ 
Τυχώνιον ἐκ Λιβάνου. «Διαρκῶς εὑρίσκονται ἐν κινήσει». Διατρέχουν ὅλην 
τὴν ὕπαιθρον χώραν διότι δὲν ἐννοοῦν νὰ σταθοῦν εἰς ἕνα μέρος μὲ τοὺς 
ἀδελφούς των, νὰ γίνουν ὁμόφρονες καὶ νὰ συζητήσουν ὁμοθυμαδὸν ἐν μιᾷ 
ψυχῇ καὶ καρδίᾳ κατὰ τὸ παράδειγμα τῶν ᾿Αποστόλων. Διασκορπίζονται 
μακρὰν καὶ νομαδικῶς ἀνεξαρτήτως, ἐπισκέπτονται τοὺς τάφους τῶν ἁγίων 
ἵνα ἐπιζητήσουν τὴν σωτηρίαν τῆς ψυχῆς των. 


5. Τὸ κῦρος τῶν μυστηρίων 

Διάφοροι γνῶμαι ἐξηνέχθησαν περὶ τῶν Circumcellas ὑπὸ τῶν 
ἱστορικῶν. Κατὰ πᾶσαν πιθανότητα ἐπρόκειτο περὶ τυχοδιωκτῶν, περιφε- 
ρομένων τῆδε κακεῖσε, ἀσυντάκτων φανατικῶν γεωργῶν. Οὗτοι καλυπτό- 
μενοι ὑπὸ τὴν σημαίαν τοῦ Δονατισμοῦ ἐξεύρισκον τὰ πρὸς τὸ ζῆν ἐκ λεη- 
λασίας διὰ βιαίων πράξεων.'ΟΑὐγουστῖνος(ἐν Enarratio in Psalmum 132) 
οὐδεμίαν τοὺς ἀπονέμει μοναχικὴν ἰδιότητα, ἐνῷ (ἐν Contra Gandentium) 
τοὺς θεωρεῖ as μοναχούς. 

Εἰς τὸ κεφάλαιον τῆς Λατρείας καὶ τῆς ᾿Εκκλησιαστικῆς Διοικήσεως, 
σχεδὸν ὑπῆρχεν ὁμοιότης kad’ ὅλα μεταξὺ τῶν Δονατιστῶν καὶ Καθολικῶν:- 
Αἱ διαφοραὶ ἦσαν μᾶλλον ἀσήμαντοι. 

«Ἔχομεν ἡμεῖς, ὅπως καὶ σεῖς ὁμοίως ἔχετε, τὴν αὐτὴν ᾿κκλησια- 
στικὴν ὀργάνωσιν. Ὑπάρχει ἀντίρρησις εἰς τὸ εἶδος τῶν προσώπων, δὲν 
ὑπάρχει ὅμως ἀντίρρησις διὰ τὰ μυστήρια Kad’ ἑαυτά. ᾿ἠμποροῦμε νὰ τὰ 
τελῶμεν, καὶ ἡπεῖς ὁμοίως. Ἔχομεν τὴν ἰδίαν πίστιν ὅπως καὶ σεῖς. ᾿ἜἜσφρα- 
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γίσϑημεν μὲ TS ἴδιον σημεῖον καὶ ἐβαπτίσθημεν μὲ τὸ ἴδιον βάπτισμα. Δια- 
βάζομεν ὅπως σεῖς τὴν '᾿Αγίαν Διαθήκην καὶ προσευχόμεθα εἰς τὸν ἴδιον 
Θεόν. Ἡ Κυριακὴ προσευχὴ εἶναι ἡ ἰδία παρ᾽ ἡμῖν ὅπως Kal παρ’ ὑμῖν», 
ἔγραφεν ὁ ᾿Οπτάτο- (Adv. Parmen. I, 111, ΙΧ P.L. 11, 1020). 

᾿Αργότερον ὁ Αὐγουστῖνος παρέτασσε τὰ κοινὰ γνωρίσματα ἀμφο- 
τέρων. 

« Εἴμεθα ἀδελφοί ἰ Ἱκετεύομεν ἕνα καὶ ἴδιον Θεόν Πιστεύομεν εἰς τὸν 
ἕνα καὶ ἴδιον Χριστόν. ᾿Ακούομεν εἰς τὸ ἴδιον Εὐαγγέλιον. Ῥάλλομεν τοὺς 
ἰδίους ψαλμούς ᾿Απαντῶμεν μὲ τὰ ἴδια ΑΜΗΝ. ᾿Ακολουθοῦμεν τὰ ἴδια 
ἀληλλούϊα. Ἑορτάζομεν τὸ ἴδιον Πάσχα. Διατὶ λοιπὸν ὕστερα ἀπ᾽ αὐτά, 
σὺ μὲν νὰ εὑρίσκεσαι ἔξω τῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας καὶ ἐγὼ ἐντὸς τῆς Εκκλησίας ; » 
(Enarr in Psalm 54, 16 P.L. 34, 639) . 

Τόση ἦτο ἣ ἐμπάθεια καὶ ἡ τύφλωσις τῶν Δονατιστῶν ὥστε δὲν 
ἔκαμον διάκρισιν μεταξὺ ἐθνικῶν καὶ καθολικῶν (Optatus Adv. Parmer, 
ΤΙ PLL LL 10235). 

Μὲ τὴν ἀδιάλλακτον τακτικήν των τοὺς ἐξίσωνον, ὅπως ἀγανακτῶν 
ὁ i. Αὐγουστῖνος λέγει. 

« Πρὸς τοὺς Χριστιανοὺς ὅπως ἐπίσης καὶ πρὸς τοὺς Κληρικούς, 
Τολμᾶτε καὶ λέγετε: Γενῆτε Χριστιανοί! Μὲ ἕνα εὐφυῆ χειρισμὸν εἰς τοὺς 
λόγους σας μὸνον ὅτι δὲν καταντᾶτε νὰ λέγετε καθαρὰ εἰς ἕνα καθολικόν, 
ὅτι σχεδὸν δὲν εἶναι ἀκόμη εἰδωλολάτρης! Αὐτὸν ὅστις ἀφιερώθη εἰς τὸν 
Θεὸν τὸν ἀποκαλεῖτε ἐθνικόν...» (Optatus : Adv. Parm. 1, 111 XI). 
Κληρικοὶ οἱουδήποτε βαθμοῦ ἂν ἐπρόκειτο νὰ προσέλθουν εἰς τὸν Δονατι- 
σμὸν ὑπεβιβάζοντο εἰς τὴν τάξιν τῶν Κατηχουμένων ἢ τῶν Μετανοούντων. 
᾿Εβαπτίζοντο ἐκ νέου.᾿Επανεχειροθέτουν καὶ τὰ. Παρθένους διὰ νὰ τὰς ξαναφι- 
ερώσουν (Aug. Epist. XXIII 2. De unico Baptismo ΧΙ. P.L. 42 95). 

Μὴ δυνάμενοι νὰ οἰκειοποιηθοῦν μάρτυρας τῆς Καθολικῆς᾽ Εκκλη- 
σίας, ὥς τὸν Κυπριανὸν ἢ τοὺς μάρτυρας τῆς Abitine (Acta Saturnini 

1-2, 16-20), συνέθεσαν ἀποκλειστικῶς ἰδιεόν των μαρτυρολόγιον ἀπὸ τὸ 
πλῆθος τῶν φανατικῶν ὀπαδῶν τοὺς ὁποίους κατόπιν ἡρωποίουν καὶ ἀνεκή- 
ρυσσον ἁγίους (Passio Donati, IV,- XIV, Passio Marculi Aug. Epist. 
LXXXVIIL< 8); 

«᾿Επλημμύρουν τὰ κοιμητήρια, τὰς βασιλικὰς καὶ τοὺς εὐκτηρίους 
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οἴκους, ἐκτεινομένους κατὰ μῆκος τῶν ὁδῶν μέχρι τῶν ἐξοχῶν. Ἔκ τούτου 
προῆλθεν καὶ τὸ ὅτι ἀνακαλύπτονται κάθε χρόνον εἰς τὴν ᾿Αφρικὴν τόσοι 
κατάλογοι μαρτύρων καὶ ἐπιγραφαί, Ἑώρταζον κανονικῶς τὰς ἐπετείους 
τῶν μαρτύρων. ᾿Ανιστόρουν διὰ τῆς σμίλης τὰ ὀνόματά των ἐπὶ τῶν θυ- 
σιαστηρίων καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν κιόνων τῶν βασιλικῶν. Εἰς τὴν συνήθη λειτουρ- 
γίαν των, ὁσάκις ἐπρόκειτο νὰ μνημονεύσουν τὰ ὀνόματα μαρτύρων, προ- 
σέθετον εἰς αὐτὰ καὶ τῶν κυριωτέρων προσφιλῶν μορτύρων των, ὅπως 
Δονάτου, Μαρκέλλου, Μαξιμιλιανοῦ ἢ ἄλλου τινὸς γνωστοῦ τοπικῶς. (Αὐ- 
γουστ. (Passio Donati VIII, ΙΧ). 

᾿Ισχυρίζοντο ὅτι δὲν εἶχον ἄλλο ἰδεῶδες εἰμὴ τὸ εὐαγγελικόν: «Μα- 
κάριοι οἱ δεδιωγμένοι ἕνεκεν δικαιοσύνης». Ὁ πανηγυρικὸς τοῦ Μαρκέλλου 
λέγει περὶ αὐτοῦ : « Πάντοτε εἶχεν εἰς τὸ στόμα τὸ Εὐογγέλιον, εἰς τὴν 
σκέψιν, εἰς τὸ μαρτύριον ». 

Εἰς τὸν Βενιὰν ἐπὶ ἑνὸς ἐπιταφίου ὑπὸ τοῦ δονατιστοῦ ἐπισκόπου 
Janno κατὰ τὸν ε' αἰῶνα ἀναφέρεται ὅτι ᾿ἐκοιμᾶτο ἐπὶ τῆς πίστεως τοῦ 
Εὐαγγελίου. (1) 

Τὸ γνωρίζομεν πλέον, ὅτι οἱ Aovatiotal ἀποδίδουν εἰς ἑαυτοὺς 
μίαν τόσην ὑπερεκχειλίζουσαν δικαιοσύνην, ὥοτε νὰ ἰσχυρίζωνται ὅτι οὐ 
μόνον ἔχουν αὐτοὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην, ἀλλὰ περισσότερον ἀκόμη ὅτι εἶναι εἰς 
θέσιν νὰ τὴν μεταδώσουν καὶ εἰς τοὺς ἄλλους». (Aug. in Johann Evangel. 

tract ΧΗ 17. ΤΕ. αν, ΠΟΠΗ 

«Eis τὸν ἐγωῖσμόν σας κρατεῖτε ὡσὰν κτῆμα ἀναφαίρετον, τὴν ἁ- 
γιότητα ὡσὰν νὰ εἶναι μόνον προνόμιον ἰδικόν σας. ᾿Αλλὰ σεῖς οἱ ὁποῖοι 
θέλετε ὅπως οἱ ἄλλοι νὰ σᾶς ἐκλαμβάνουν ὡς ἁγίους καὶ δικαίους, ἀντιλαμ- 
βάνεσθε πόθεν σᾶς ἔρχεται ἡ ἁγιότης αὐτή. Πόθεν ἀλλοῦ ἔρχεται εἰμὴ ἀπὸ 
οἴησιν. Καὶ ὅμως παντοῦ διαφηµίζετε μὲ κομπασμὸν μίαν τελείαν ἁγιότητα; 
᾿Απατᾶσθε ἂν νομίζετε ὅτι εἶσθε ἀκατάκριτοι, ἅγιοι. Καὶ ἡμεῖς σᾶς περι- 
φρονοῦμε δημοσίως, διαπρυσίως» (᾿Οπτᾶτος Adv. Parmen, 1, 11., 1, XX. 
τ 11“ 

(᾿Ακολουθεῖ ) 


+ Ὁ Καλαβρίας Αἰμιλιανὸς 
(1) A. Heron de Villefosse: Observations sur une inscription donatistie de 


Benian publiée au Bulletin d’'Oran 1896 en Bull de la Soc. nat. des antiq. 
de France 1900, p. 114. 
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I 


Its place in Ethiopian culture and literature* 


by 
Prof. Claude Summer, Ph. D. 
Head of the Department of Philosophy 


Haile Sellassie I University 
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia 


2. During the Second Period.—The second great literary 
period is due to a large extent to the clergy: re-establishment 
of the Solomonian dynasty attributed to the famous monk tdkld 
haymanot (it seems it should rather be attributed to his spiri- 
tual father, aydsus mo’a)*’. frequent relations with the Patriar- 
chate of Alexandria. This explains why the literature of the 
time was written in the sacred and liturgical language, ge‘ez, 
at that time a dead language, and not in the live and spoken 
language, amarinna’’, and why translations were made, not from 
Coptic, but from Arabic, just as they were made from Greek 
during the first period. 


Since the language of the Patriarchate of Alexandria up to 


* Continued from page 73. 

27. See Op. cit, p. 21. 

28. amarinna influenced the traditional pronunciation of ge’ez. See E. Litt 
mann, Ge.ez Etudien, I, II, II] (Nachritten der Konigsten Akademie der Wis- 
senschaft zu Gottingen,” 1917, 1918); E. Mittwoch, Die traditionelle Aussp- 
rache des Aethiopischen, Berlin and Leipzig, 1926. (Recension M. Cozhen, 
Journal Asiatique, Paris, Vol. '210, January — February, p. 176 (1927); see 
Μ. Cohen, La prononciation traditionelle du Geez (Eth. class.), Journal Asia- 
tique, October — December, 1921. 
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the VII century was Greek, and since buhayric?® version of the 
Bible belongs to the same century or is slightly prior to it, the 
translations in the first period of ge‘ez literature could not be 
from any other language than Greek. But during the dark ages 
of Abyssinia, Arabic was being substituted to Coptic in literary 
writings of the Alexandrian Patriarchate. For instance, the rich 
hagiographic Coptic literature passed to a great extent from Cop- 
tic into Arabic and from Arabic into ge‘ez. The example given, 
under the first Abbassides, of Nestorian and Jacobite Syrians 
who were beginning to use Arabic instead of Syriac contributed 
to the linguistic change in Egypt. Benefiting from the dimmah* 
which they enjoyed, they came into literary contact with learned 
Muslems. The works of Theodore abi qurrah, of yahyd ben ‘adi, 
and of others, were written in such a cultural atmosphere. This 
movement a repercussion on the Alexandrian Patriarchate where 
the Copts, the Melchites and the Monophysities began to write 
in Arabic. The Coptic language was more and more restricted 
to worship and to books of ritual, and even in these books it was 
accompanied by an Arabic version. As therefore during the first 
period of ge‘ez literature translations were made from Greek, 
likewise during the second period translations (which are a great 
part of this literary period) were made from Arabic. These trans- 
lations of the first two periods have often a significant impor- 
tance since they were made from texts that are lost, or on better 
texts than those still extant or known to us. 


29. Abbé Ceriani, De sodice Marchaliano, p. 53, Rome, 1890; maintains that the 
most ancient Coptic version, the memphitic of buhayric, has been revised, 
at least for the book of Isaiah, according to the recension of Hesychius 
mentioned above, note 22. 

30. The freedom that the Moslem law recognized to its subjects who, although 
they were not Moslems, professed a religion based on a sacred book. Such 
were the Christians, since they followed the Bible (in contradistinction to 
the idolaters who did not follow a similar religion) and were called ‘ahl al 
kitah, “those of the Book.” Such a privilege, however, ceased for those 
among the dimmi who fought against the Moslems. 
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1) During the first subdivision. The period of ‘amdd sayon. 


1. Review and Correction of Biblical Works.—The first 
concern of the metropolitans and the monks that came from 
Egypt was to review and correct the translation of the Biblical 
works, and especially of the Goaspels, on the text of what may 
be called the Arabic Vulgate — the text which, after the works 
of the most celebrated of the ‘ibn al ‘assdlm, was received in the 
Patriarchate of Alexandria and also outside of it*?. 


2. Liturgical Texts.—At this time, or perhaps during the 
second subdivision, a number of rituals for sacraments appeared, 
in particular, for baptism and confirmation®?. Other liturgical 
texts were probably also translated at this time, although the 
manuscripts are recent: the “kidan zdndg‘h’’** or “Morning Of- 
fice’, and the numerous anaphoras which correspont to the Cop- 
tic books*. 


31. See I. Guidi, Le traduzioni degli) in arabo 6 in etiopico, Rome, Memorie 
della Reale Accademia dei Lincei, 1888 (Vol. IV, Part I). 5. Grébaut, Intro- 
duction aux quatre Evangeles, Revue e l’Orient Chrétien, 1914, p. 17. 

C. Conti Rossini, Sulla versione e sulla revisione della S. Scrittura in etio- 
Pico. Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie und verwandte Gebiete, X, p. 236. 

32. E. Trumpp, Das Taufbuch der Gthiopischen Kirche, Munich, Kénigl. Bayer. 
Akademie der Wissenschatfien, 1878; Mashafa Temqat, “Il libro del bat- 
tesimo,”Addis Ababa, 1917 Gregorian Calendar (1925, Ethiopian Calendar); 
M. Chaine, Rituel du Baptéme, texte éthiopien et traduction latine, Rome, 
“Bessarione,” XVII, I (1913); 5. Grébaut, Ordre du Baptéme et de la Con- 
firmation dans l’Eglise éthiopienne, Revue de l'Orient Chrétien, 1927—8, 
pp. 105—189 (with the variant readings of the edition of M. Chaine and 
with the translation of Tasfa Seyon). 

33. Edited in A. Dillmann, Chrestomathia Aethiopica, p. 25. For the Night Of 
fice see also B. Turaiev, Nocnoie bogosluzenie (of MS. 143 of the Academy 
of Kiev), 1901. 

34. A. Baumstark (Die christliche Literatur der Orients, II, p. 44) informs us that 
the Jerusalem liturgy of St. James is translated into ge’ez, although it is 
not prevalent in Alexandria. T.M. Samharay Selim, Textus aethiopicus 
anaphorae Sancti Marci, Rome, 1829. On the anaphora of St. Athanasius, 
S. Grébaut, Revue de l‘Orient Chrétien, 1913, p. 100 (Notice sur les manus- 
crits éthiopiens de la collection D’Abbadie par C. Conti Rossini, MS. 70, 1); 
B. Turaiev, Ekklesiastikos Pharos Alexandria, 1910, p. 321. 
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In the second part of the XIV century flourished ‘abba 
silama who came to Ethiopia in 1350 and died in the same coun- 
try in 1390 or shortly before. A certain number of works were 
translated by him or at least under his influence’. Towards 
the end of the same cetury many stories of martyrs and lives of 
saints** were also translated. Worthy of special mention is the 
“s‘nk‘sar’” or Synaxarium which was translated from the Arabic 
synaxarium of Alexandria by ‘abba semo‘on*’, a monk from St. 
Anthony Convent, either in the end of the same century or at 
the beginning of the next. 


ge‘ez hagiography springs from the rich Coptic hagiography 
of saints and martyrs, particularly of the cycle of Diocletian and 
of the apocryphal Acts of the Apostles. It was natural that this 
type of literature, which was so dear to the Egyptian monks, 
would spread among the monks of Ethiopia in the new flower- 
ing of their literature’®. 


3. Profane Literature-—“The “kebra ndgdst” or “Glory of 
the Kings,” an allusion to the glorious. origin the Solomonian 
dynasty attributed to itself, is a work of profane literature al- 
though it has close links with religious literature. It seems pro- 
bable that the book was first written in Arabic, not for publica- 
tion in that language — it offered no interest to one whose lan- 


35. See I. Guidi, Storia della letteratura etiopica. pp. 28—32. 

36. See Β. Turaiev, Isledovaniy v oblati hagiol. istocnikov istor. ethiopsk 
Zerkvi, Petersburg, 1900; B. Kokovzov, Zapiski vostoon. Otdielen. Imp. Rusk. 
Archaeol. Obcestva, Petersburg, Vol. XVII, p. 951 (1906). 

97. See C. Conti Rossini, Zeitschr. fiir Assyriologie und verwandte Gebiete, 
XXVII, p. 371. See I. Guidi, “The Ethiopean Sankessar”, Journal of the Royal 
Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, London, 1911, p. 7389: For a 
complete bibliography of the Synaxarium in its two periods, see Ethiopica 
and Amharica, 57, 58. For the menologies of the saints see 8. Grébaut, 
Revue de l’Orient Chrétien, 1914, p. 199: 1915—17, p. 201; 1920—21, pp. 
95, 100 (see F. Nau, “Le Synaxaire éthiopien,"” Revue de l’Orient Chrétien, 
1913, p. 328). H. Duensign, “Theologische Literaturz.,” Jahrg. 33, No. 17. 

38. See I. Guidi, Storia della letteratura etiopica, p. 34. 
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guage was Arabic — but for immediate translation into ge‘ez, 
as it happened for other works®®. 


2) During the Second Subdivision. The Period of zdr’a 
ya‘equob. 


1. Before ‘abba mikael. 


Translations during this period mostly belong to sacred lit- 
erature : apology of Christian religion, prayers, homilies, hagio- 
graphy and hymnography. 


Apology.—It is probably during the reign of zdr’a ya‘eqob 
that the “harqal, hardqal’ was translated. It contains an apo- 
logy of the Christian religion. It was translated from Arabic, 
and the Arabic text itself derived from a Greek text which was 
edited by F’. Ναι”. 


Prayers.—The Ethiopic text of a prayer of the Virgin among 
the Parthians is anterior to sd7’a ya‘eqob. According to the story, 
St. Matthew, prisoner among the Parthians, was liberated by the 


39. C. Bezold,“Kebra Nagast” Die Herrlichkeit der Kénige, Munich, 1905, Kénigl. 
Bayer. Akademie der Wissenschaften, XXIII, Part I. The editor in his preface 
has given all the information about the book, the codices (one of which 
would go back to the XIII century), the characteristics of the language, etc. 
Sir E.A.W. Budge has given a new translation of the book The Queen of 
Sheba (“Medical Society,’ London, 1922), with original information about 
its composition and the reproduction of MSS. See A. Dillmann, Ueber d. 
Revier,... von Zar’a Ya'gob, p. 74; 5. Grébaut, Salomon et Ia Reine de Saba. 
Paris, E. Léroux, 1914 (p. 50 No. 2). See also M. Griaule, Légende illustrée 
dela Reine de Saba. “Documents,” Paris, 1928. For reviews see Th. Néldeke, 
Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde der Morgenlandes, Vienna, XIX, p. 397, 
H. Gressmann, J. Fleming, Fr. Praetorius, A. Crighton, see Ethiopica and 
Ambharica, 37, Additions, p. 114. 

40. 5. Grébaut, Sargis d’Aberga. Controverse judéo-chrétienne, ΗΕ. Graffin, F. 
Nau, Patrologia Orientalis, Il], 4; XIII, 1. Paris; Librairie de Paris; 1907 
ff. F. Nau,La Didascalie de Jacob (Introduction and Greek Test), Patrologia 
Orientalis, Paris, VIII, 5 and Revue de l’Orient Chrétien, 1910; p. 325 (see 
S. Grébaut, Op. cit, 1913, p. 101). 
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Virgin who revealed to him the cryptic names of Christ. The 
writing is of Copto-Arabic origin”. 


Homilies.—zdr’a ya‘eqob, in his zeal for the re-organization 
of worship, ordered the celebration of a great number of annual 
feasts. This was the occasion for the translation of numerous 
homilies to be read on a particular feast day. Some of these 
homilies have been translated from the Arabic in which the ori- 
ginal texts had been written, like the homily of Severus bishop 
of al ’asmtinayn on the visit to Elizabeth, but in general they 
derive from Arabic translations of Greek texts written by Severus 
Patriarch of Alexandria and by Theophilus also Patriarch of 
Alexandria, or of Syriac texts composed by St. Ephrem or St. 
James of serug, or in particular they derive directly from the 
Greek texts of St. John Chrysostom’. 


Hagiography.—It seems that the Acts of St. Sebastian, de- 
rived from a writing attributed to St. Ambrose, was read by a 
European to an Abyssinian who translated it into Ge‘ez**. The 
life of Aron serug is also of the XV century and derives from a 
Syriac text**. In 1441-2 a book which later on spread throughout 


41. C. Conti Rossini, La redazione etiopica della preghiera della Vergine tra 

i Parti, Rendiconti della R. Accad. d. Lincei, Rome, Vol. p. 457 (1896). 

Various short writings of a similar type were attributed to David, Esdra, 
Alexander the Great, Aristotle, etc. SeeNotice sur les manuscrits éthopiens 
de la collection D’Abbadie par C. Conti Rossini, MS. 236, 239. Some of 
these are mentioned among the “philosophers” whose names are recorded 
in “The Book of the Wise Philosophers.” 

42. A few of these homiles have been edited by E. Pereira. See I. Guidi, 
Storia della letteratura etiopica, pp. 56—7. See also note 19: ‘abba mikael 
collaborated with ‘enbaqom in the translation into ge’ez of an Arabic ver- 
sion of the Commentary of St. John Chrysostom on the Epistle of St. Paul 
to the Hebrews, tergwame mdle’ekt. 

49, C. Conti Rossini, Di alcuni scritti etiopici inediti, Rendiconti della R. Accad. 
d. Lincei, Rome, ser. 6a, t. III. 

44. Michelangelo Guidi, Contributi all’agiografia etiopico. Rendiconti della 
R. Accad. d. Lincei, ser. V, t. XXV, p. 659 (text and translation), 1916. 
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the country in various editions, the “td@amerdé maryam” or “Mi- 
racles of Mary” was translated from Arabic**. 


Hymnography.—Undoubtedly, the ordinances of βᾶγ᾽α ya‘eqob 
had an influence upon the great development of hymnography. 
The Egyptian monks were responsible for this growth of ge‘ez 
hymnography. But since the texts of Copto-Arabic hymnography 
are not well known, it is not possible to determine to what extent 
Ethiopic hymnography is an original composition or a simple 
translation**. In any case, a particular type of hymns, the 
“mialke,’ or “Images” which originated in Coptic literature, had 
a remarkable development in ge‘ez. In these hymns, the poet 
addresses his praise to various bodily members of the Saint 4%’. 


2. Writings of ‘abba mikael.—In his short study on “The 
Book of the Wise Philosophers” Carl Heinrich Cornill makes the 
following statement: “It was translated from the Arabic into 
Ge‘ez by Bishop Michael, son of Abba Michael, as is written in 
the end [of the MS]. This Bishop Michael is unknown so that 
we cannot gain any chronological hint from this quotation.’’** 


45. E.A.W. Budge, The Miracles of the blessed Virgin Mary, and the life of 
Hanna and the magical prayers of ‘Aheta Mika’el, London, 1900. One 
hundred and ten Miracles of our Lady, London, Liverpool and Boston Mass. 
(Medici Society), 1923. Legends of our Lady Mary, Ibid., 1922. Conti Ros- 
sini gives important literary notes on the book, its various editions and the 
successive additions in Notice sur les manuscrits éthiopiens de la collection 
D’Abbadie, MS. 52, p. 77; Journal Asiatique, 1912, p. 50; Aevum; 2461; A. 
Grohmann, Studien zu den Kyprianosgebeten, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die 
Kunds des Morgenlandes, XXX, Note 82, Index. 

46. I. Guidi, Ου. cit. ο. 64. 

47. A collection of Mélke’ is to be found in Notice sur les manuscrits éthiopiens 
de la collection D‘Abbadie par C. Conti Rossini, MS. 94, IV. A malke’ to 
the Virgin is published by A. Dillmann, Chrest. Aeth., p. 136 A malke’ to 
Menelik II is to be found in E. Pereira, A poesia etiopica, Coimbra, 1915, 
p. 9 and another to Christ has been printed in Asmara by the Swedish 
(Mission, 1894. 

48, Carl Heinrich Cornill, Das Buch der weisen Philosophen nach dem Athio- 
pischen untersucht, p. 7. Leipzig, Druck von F.A. Brockhaus, 1875. 
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We would like to establish, with varying degrees of certainty 
and probability, that : 


ie 


INE 


LEY: 


IV. 


The author of the Ethiopic text of “The Book of the 
Wise Philosophers” is not a bishop. There has been a 
confusion between the identity of the author and his 
father who indeed was a bishop. 


The fact that his father was a bishop is not incompatible 
with the ecclesiastical law and custom of Coptic Egypt 
if certain historical considerations are taken into ac- 
count. 


The author of the Ethiopic text is not unknown. As a 
matter of fact many biographical data will be given be- 
low. The reason why ’abba mikael is said to be unknown 
is the following: some scholars have not realized that 
he is the author, not only of “The Book of the ‘Wise 
Philosophers,” but also of two other works, the “Acts 
of George of Lydda” and of the “tergwame mdle‘ekt.”’ 
Once this fact is established on as solid ground as present 
scholarship may warrant, ‘abba mikael appears as a 
writer who “occupies a good place in Ethiopic literature, 
which abounds in translations and rarely preserves the 
names of the indigenous authors or of the translators.’’*® 


The apparent discrepancy which appears in the chrono- 
logy of his works can be explained by the fact that a 
distinction has not always been made between the time 
when he finished making a given translation and the 
time when the scribe himself completed the copying of 
this same translation. 


49. Carlo Conti Rossini, Miscellamea, Vol. 3. Atti della Accademia Nazionale 
dei Lincei 1946. ‘Serie Ottava. Rendiconti : Classe di scienze morali, 
storiche e filologiche. Volume I. Fasciolo 1—4. Gennaio—Aprile 1946. 
Roma, Dott. Giovanni Bardi, Tipografo dell’'Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei. 
Note di soci. “Sul Metropolita Yeshaq ἀπορία (Secolo XV—-XVI." Nota (1) 
del Socio C. Conti Rossini presentata nella seduta dell 18 Aprile 1946. 
pp. 7—17 [1—11]. The quotation is from p. 15. 
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Let us now see each of these points in detail. 


I. ‘abba mikael was not a bishop.—Among the companions 
of Metropolitan yeshaq who left Egypt in 1481—2 while ’eskender 
was king’, the lst of Ethiopian Paris MS. 160 and Ethiopian 

‘Vatican MS. 106 mentions a certain mikael. Undoubtedly the 
title of papas was attributed to him out of deference, although 
he was not the metropolitan, just as it was attributed to yohan- 
nes. Now in the Acts of Saint George of Lydda, the following 
precisions are given in British Museum MS. Orient. 712 and in 
the Leningrad Orlov MS. 1: “This book was translated from 
Arabic into ge‘ez by the mouth of mikael Junior (or else: the 
Less,) zdyene’ as), son of the son of ‘abba giyorgis son of ’abba 
mikael papas, with the help of the Holy Spirit.” The expression : 
“son of the son of ’abba giyorgis son of ‘abba mikael the Metro- 
politan” is unusual and ambiguous. Of whom is the metropoli- 
tan the father: of giyorgis or of mikael Junior ? 


The sure answer comes from the d’Abbadie MS. 81 (CR 216) 
which has this note at the end of the text of “The Book of the 
Philosophers.” (fol. 677): tadfdssama mashafa falasfa wasebhat 
lw@egzi ’abeher ld@astdisanaawe sannayat warete’ la ‘alama 
‘alim amen. tdtdrgwamat mashafa ‘arabi lage ’ez ba’afa mika 
el wialdaé abba mika’el epis qoposenza yerdde’o mdnfds qgeddus. 
“The Book of the Philosophers has come to the end. Praise to 
the Lord who brings into harmony things beautiful and just, for 
all centuries. Amen. The Arabic book was translated into ge‘ez 
by the mouth of mikael the son of ’abba mikael Bishop, with the 
help of the Holy Spirit.”** It seems quite certain therefore that 
the bishop was not ’abba mikael, the author of the Ethiopic text 
of “The Book of the Wise Philosophers,” but his father, also cal- 
led ’abba mikael. : 


II. Canonical Aspect of the Question.—One may be surprised 
that our author is the son of a bishop. Were not bishop chosen 


50. See C. Conti Rossini, Op. cit, pp. 10—13. 
51. See also Ethiopian Vatican MS. 118, fol. 30. 
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among the monks ? — Let us consult the “fetha rigdst” whose 
Arabic version was compiled as a guide for the Christian Copts 
living among the Moslem people of Egypt, was used by the Cop- 
tic Cuhrch and regarded as a very authoritative work. 


The first part deals with religious matters ; chapter V of this . 
first part, with bishops. Conditions are laid down under which 
a person is deemed worthy of being a bishop. 


“The bishop must be [..] the husband of one wife. [..] He 
must be one [..] who rules his own house well, brings up his 
chidren and induces them to obedience and all chastity. If he 
knows not how to rule his own house well, how shall he rule 
well the house of the Lord and His Church ? 


The candidate must be a monk from among those who 
have the [holy] orders of the altar®* or [a lawfully married 
priest] who has been praised [by the people]**. [As a rule, how- 
ever,| it is not good to appoint as a bishop a [priest who is] law- 
fully married unless there is no other choice, and them only after 
he binds himself to observe the sacred canons. This is in accor- 
dance with what.is said in the canons of Athanasius, Patriarch of 
Constantinople( and is [a rule] laid down in our church, that is 
he must be a monk or a priest.’’*® 


However lax customs may have been, it is impossible to ima- 
gine, argues Conti Rossini, that in works primarily destined to ec- 
clesiastics, a lineage from a bishop could have been so openly pro- 
claimed without any embarassment or shame if such a lineage 
was not canonically legitimate*®. 


2. Gloss; “a virgin.” 

93. That is, from among those who say mass. 

ο4, That is, a lawfully married priest who has the approval of the people. 

55. Gloss: “If a monk is not available, a priest who is lawfully married shall 
be appointed.” The Fetha Nagast. The Law of the Kings. Translated 
from the ge’ez by Abba Paulos Tzadua. Published by the Faculty of Law, 
Haile Sellasie I University, addis abiiba, 1968. pp. 24—5. See also I. Guidi, 
il Fetha Nagast, translation, pp. 40, 68. 

96. See C. Conti Rossini, Op. cit, p. 16. 
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Besides, the author of the Ethiopic text was born before his 
father became a bishop. For indeed in the Arabic MS. 305 of 
the Bibliotheque Nationale de Paris, written in 1609, in ff. 355 r 
— 359 r, we find, under the form of a homily given in St. George 
Church of darb at tiqd, the account of the transfert of the relics 
of St. George from Palestine to Upper Egypt. “During the 
Patriarchate of Gabriel the 88th Patriarch, the priest mikael, 
some of the priest giyorgis known as the Lame, who officiated 
in this Church of darb at tiqd,” obtained a part of the relics that 
were in al-galamtini and with great solemnity brought them to 
Old Cairo “on the 16th day of the month of ’abib, in the year of 
the Martyrs 1142,” that is in 1426 A.D.’ This priest mikael 18 
the future bishop, the father of abba mikael Junior. Now, at this 
time when ’abba mikael the future bishop was only a priest, his 
son ‘abba mikael Junior was already born since we have his own 
later evidence that “he was there’’®* at qasr as-sam’ when his 
grandfather ‘abba giyorgis died before this selfsame date of 1426. 


III. Author of Three Writings.—It seems that ’abba mikael 
is the author, not only of “The Book of the Wise Philosophers,”’ 
but also of the Acts of St. George of Lydda and, in collaboration 
with ‘enbagom, of St. John Chrysostom’s Commentary on St. 
Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews. This statement is based on the 
colophons at the end of the preceding manuscripts. 


For the Acts of St. George, the colophon was cited above in 
Section I: “This book was translated from Arabic into ge‘ez by 
the mouth of mikael Junior (or the Less), son of the son of ’abba 
giyorgis son of ‘abba xwikael papas, with the help of the Holy 
Spirit °% 


57. See Atti del Convegno Internazionale di Studi Etiopici, Rome, April 2—4 
1955. Rome, Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei, 1960. V. Arras, “La collec- 
tion éthiopienne des miracles de saint Georges,” pp. 273-84. The reference 
righ Gite) ἴθ, A/S) 

58. See V. Arras, Op. cit., 283. 

59. British Museum MSS. Orient 288 f. 42b, 712, 713, Leningrad Orlov MS. 1. 
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Similar identification at the end of “The Book of the Philo- 
sophers” as quoted above in Section I : “The Book of the Philo- 
sophers has come to the end. Praise to the Lord who brings 
into harmony things beautiful and just, for all centuries. Amen. 
The Arabic book was translated into ge‘ez by the mouth of mikael 
the son ’abba mikael Bishop, with the help of the Holy Spirit.”®° 


Again, in the “tergwame médle’ekt,’ Commentary of St. 
Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews, the d’Abbadie MS. 20 (CR 67) 
and, with slightly different readings, the British Museum Orient. 
MS. 787 mention that the version was completed “by the mouth 
of ‘enbagom and of mikael in the year of Mercy 7015 (of the 
World = 1522-3 ἈΠ}; πη the 1500"(sie? since The ΡΠ; 
Christ our Lord and Redeemer, and in the year 1239 in the Era 
of the Martyrs (= 1524 5 A.D.) ; its completion was on a Monday, 
the third of the month of nahase (= July 27th.)*? Without going 
into a discussion of the difference of dates, which are negligible 
at this moment, we may query whether we are really dealing 
with our mikael. The answer seems to be given with certainty 
in British Museum Orient. 739 and 740 which, in reproducing 
the same annotation, place after the word mikael the precision 
gebsawi, “the Egyptian.” an evident reference to the translator’s 
origin on the father’s side. 


IV. Chronology of his Works.—According to Ignazio Guidi, 
in his Storia della letteratura etiopica, the Miracles of St. George 
of Lydda were translate in 1487-8. No exact date is given for 
“The Book of the Wise Philosophers.” The Arabic text of the 


60. D’Abbadie ΜΞ. 81 (CR 216); Ethiopian Vatican MS. 118, fol. 30; colophon 
of Frankfurt codex. 

61. Cp. Notice sur les manuscrits éthiopiens de la collection D’Abbadie par 
C. Conti Rossini, MS. 67; British Museum Orient. MSS. 10; 313 { 187 a; 
Biblothéque Nationale MS. 66. 

62. In any case, according to Conti Rossini’s calculations, the 8rd of néhase 
1239 of the Era of the Martyrs fell on a Wednesday, whereas Monday be- 
longs to the year of Mercy 7015. This latter date is therefore the one to 
be accepted as exact. See C. Conti Rossini, Op. cit, Dace 
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“tergwame mdale’akté pawlos’ was translated into ge‘ez at the 
order of King Lebna Dengel (1508—40) towards the end of the 
second literary minor period known as “The Period of βᾶσα 
ya'eqog’ or at the beginning of the next®. 


The dates given by Carlo Conti Rossini are more recent : 
October Ist 1510 for the Acts of St. George. He bases his asser- 
tion on the colophon of British Museum Orient. 713 and 715, 
d’abbadie ΜΒ. 179 (Conti-Rossini 164) : “its completion was on 
the 2nd of the month of tdsrin I according to the reckoning of 
the Jews, and in ge‘ez on the 4th teqgemt [..] during the second 
year of the reign of dawit king of ’ag‘azi son of na’od orthodox 
king, on a Monday, at the tenth hour, while the king passed the 
long rainy period in the land of Azaso.’’** This date corresponds 
to October Ist 1510. Let us note however that the MS quoted 
by Conti Rossini refers to the completion of the text and not to 
its composition. 


As to the “tergwame,”’ he places it in a more general way 
during the period of Lebna Dengel (1508—40) in Le lingue e let- 
terature semitiche d’Abissina (1921). Whereas in his communi- 
cation to the National Academy of Lincei in 1946, he is more 
precise. On the testimony of d’Abbadie MS. 20 (CR 67) and of 
British Museum Orient. MS. 787 already quoted above in Sec- 
tion III, he assigns as date: July 27th 1524—5, or more probably 
still : 1522—-3°*. Note again that the date refers to the completion 
of the ge‘ez version. 


63. See I. Guidi, Storia della letteratura etiopica, pp. 64, 68, 82. 

64. Certainly a mistake or, at least, a wrong correction made by the copyist. 
Azazo could not have been the see of the king before the XVII century. In- 
stead one should read Enzoz (C. Conti Rossini, Liber Aksumae, p. 69), a 
locality of βᾶννα which is recorded as Ensuoso in the itineraries of Alexander 
Zorzi, Ὁ. Conti Rossini, Geographica, in Rass. Studi Etiopici, II] (1943) ; 
p. 181. This note is to be found in C. Conti Rossini, Op. cit. p. 14. 

65. See C. Conti Rossini, Le lingue 6 letterature semitiche d’Abissina, p. 10. 
Rome, Tipografia del Senato di G. Bardi, 1921. 

66. See C. Conti Rossini, “Sul Metropolita Yeshagq d’Etiopia,” pp. 15—16. 
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Enrico Cerulli in his Storia della letteratura etiopica (1961) 
ascribes no precise date for “The Book of the Wise Philosophers; 
“however he places it between the Chronicle of John Bishop of 
Nikiou (Egypt) which was translated by an Egyptian deacon 
Gobriel son of John from galyib, in 1602 during the short reign 
of King yo‘eqob (1597—1603) and the “fdwa mdnfdsawi,” “Spi- 
ritual Medicine” translated from Arabic in the first year of King 
Ἴγασιι I, shortly after 16805", 


V. Arras introduces a distinction between the time a work 
has been translated and the time the copying of this work has 
been completed by the scribe. Referring only to the Ethiopian 
collection of the Miracles of St. George, he states that it was 
composed towards the middle of the XV century, after 1426, date 
of the transfer of the relics of St. George, after 1428, when Gabriel 
V was an old man, and before 1487—8 when the translation of 
the greater collection of the Egypto-Ethiopian Miracles (Nos. 
42—-79) was made. However, according to Wright, the great 
gddl (“Acts’’), that is the Encomium of Theodose of Ancyra was 
translated during the second year of the reign of Lebna Dengel : 
the colophon of Orient. MS. 712 says that the treatise was trans- 
lated by the mouth of mikael Junior, son of ’abba mikael, grand- 
son of giyorgis. The colophon of Orient. MS. 713 repeats the 
same thing but adds: it was wifesamehusd durin the second year 
of the reign of David Lebna Dengel. It seems that fesamehu 
designates the completion of the copy by the scribe, not the trans- 
lation of the text®. 


The preceding data may conveniently be reproduced on the 
following diagram : 


67. See Enrico Cerulli, Storia della letteratura etiopica, pp. 241—2. Milan, 
Nuova Accademia Editrice, 1961. 
68. See V. Arras, Op. cit., pp. 279—80, 83—4. 
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Guidi Conti Rossini 
Acts of 1487—8 completed 
St. George 1st Ostober 1510 
Book of Philosophers 
tergwame 1508—40 1508—40 
completed 
1522—3 
27th July 1524—5 
Cerulli Arras 
composed after 1428 
before 1487—8 
completed 1510 
γος) 


V. Life and works of ‘abba mikael.—Using the MSS men- 
tioned above and the various interpretations of this same ma- 
terial, we may with a fair amount of accuracy delineate the life 
and works of ’abba mikael. 


Before 1426: 


1481—2 : 


Death of ’abba giyorgis the Lame, grandfather of 
our ‘abba mikael. He was Archpriest of St. George 
Church of darb at tiqd in qasr as-sam’. 


: Translation of a part of the relics of St. George 


from al-qalamtni to qgasr as-sam‘' (16th abib in 
Year of the Martyrs 1142). ‘abba mikael was 
present : known as Junior, the Less, the Egyptian. 
His father, ‘abba mikael, the future bishop of 
sahragt and difrd, is Archpriest of St. George 
Church and the promoter of the transfer of relics. 


: Death of Gabriel V, 88th Patriarch of Alexandria 


(1409—1428). 


Metropolitan yeshag leaves Egypt for Ethiopia. 
’eskender is king. Among his companions: Bishop 
mikael, son of “abba giyorgis, and his son ’abba 
mikael Junior. 
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Before 1487-8 : Composition and translation by ‘abba mitkael 
Junior of the short collection of Egypto-Ethiopian 
Miracles of St. George, Nos. 14—41. 


1487—8: Translation from Arabic into Ethiopic of the 
second group of Egypto-Ethiopian Miracles, the 
longer compilation, Nos. 42—79. 


1496 (or less probably in 1486): Metropolitan yeshaq 
somposes “The Acts of St. pdntdlewon.” 


After 1500: Metropolitan yeshaq dies. 


October Ist 1510 : “Acts of St. George of Lydda” by ’abba mikael 
Junior is “completed” by the scribe in the second 
year of the reign of Lebna Dengel, Dawit IT. 


Between 1510-22 : “The Book of the Wise Philosophers” by ’abba 
nikael is “completed.” 


1522-3 (or 1524-5): “Commentary of St. John Chrysostom 
on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews” by ’abba 
mikael and ‘enbagom is “completed.” 


9 


3. Translation Literature during the Third Subdivision.— 
One of the main characteristics of this third subdivision, from a 
litererary viewpoint, is its polemical character : polemics between 
Catholics and the adherents to the traditional faith, between 
Christians and Moslems. “The Book of the Wise Philosophers” 
is devoid of any polemical character, and hence there is no point 
in giving further information about this type of literary activity. 
It is noteworthy however that ‘enbagom, with whom ’abba 
mtkael collaborated in the translation of St. John Chrysostom’s 
Commentary on the Epistle to the Hemrews, is a typical child 
of his times. “enbagom or Habakkuk, a former Moslem merchant 
who came to Abyssinia, became a Christian and reached the 
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dignity of ‘ecdge®®. In the days of King Claudius (1540—59) he 
wrote a book of religious polemics against Islam. This work, 
written first in Arabic and then translated into ge‘ez attempts 
to justify his conversion in the eyes of his former coreligionists. 
The “απῃᾶσδα amin” or “Door of the Faity” seems to be an abrid- 
ged edition of this work, although no one knows precisely whe- 
ther it is an original work or a translation”. 


69. The Superior of all monks, the one who represents and takes the defense 
of the interests of all the monasteries at the court of the King or the Em- 
peror. See Ghebre Yesus Haylou, Op. cit. p. 40. 

70. See Notice sur les manuscrits éthiopiens de la collection D’Abbadie par 
C. Conti Rossini, MS. 205, V. 
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OF THE WCC 


By 
Metropolitan Parthenios of Carthage* 


The World Council of Churches, the Ecumenical Movement, 
is marching with quick steps and its members have the task of 
offering their contributions. The WCC is a living organisation. 
Within its life, which is a creation and struggle of its member 
Churches, each Church should meet the other Churches in dialo- 
gue with each and all of them. Moreover, each church within 
the WCC should meet itself. Only in this way will the churches 
feel that they are living within the WCC — that this Council is 
their common Council; bones from its bones and flesh from its 
flesh. This feeling that the WCC is ‘mine’ should be also the 
feeling of the other churches. There must be an exchange bet- 
ween the member churches through the WCC. This is the depth 
and the essence of the spiritual life of the WCC. This is the 
ethos of the spiritual life. This should be its style, a true 
Koinonia, a life of a Church of Christ. This ethos should be a 
creation and struggle of all. A struggle of the whole body, but 
also a struggle of its hands, its eyes, its feel separately. The 
struggle is the responsibility of all of us, cooperation of all of 
us, a march of all of us, and a recompense of our vocation. With- 
out the notions of the common responsibility the WCC will start 
to march with slow steps and it will be obliged to stop one day. 
This danger exists and if the WCC ceases to exist, the member 
churches, not feeling responsible for the life of the WCC, would 
commit a great sin. 


* Editor's Note: The article of Metropolitan Parthenios should attract the at- 
tention of the Orthodox participants in the World Council of Churches as 
well as the other members of this organization. 
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One could put the following question. What actually is the 
ethos, the stye of the spiritual life of the WCC ? How does the 
WCC live, how does it feel ? 


These lines are written by a representative of the Orthodox 
Church, who is struggling to be sincere but not infallible. For 
this reason I beg the readers of these lines to excuse me in read- 
ing my point of view which is closely linked with my traditions 
and also with my life in the WCC. 


I feel that I am united with the WCC and I am not a stran- 
ger. But today the whole atmosphere of the WCC is a bit strange 
at me. I do not feel totally that the ethos of the WCC, its spiritual 
life, is mine. I feel I cannot breath easily in the atmosphere of 
the WCC. Of course the dominating air does not choke me but 
I could feel freer to breath. Of course this is my fault, but also 
the fault of other brothers. Every Orthodox has this feeling. 


The common worship unites us. When we worship God 
I do not feel totally strange, but I feel that we are truly united ; 
that we are one link together with the spirit of God which is 
guiding and warming us. The worship in the WCC is a force. 
It is something which creates, offers and revives. The worship 
with its varieties is the grace for the WCC without which it could 
not exist and live. 


But, outside of our common worship everything else is 
strange and somehow biased which is not a common creation 
but a creation of a movement not so ecumenical. This is the 
“protestant” ethos and style. I do not know whether this quali- 
fication is the real one, if it reflects the life of the WCC, but I 
would wish very much to give a name to the ethos of the WCC. 
The dominating style of the spiritual life of the WCC is that of 
the Protestant ways with all its struggles, its pains, its problems, 
its dreams and its historic march, and these problems, these 
struggles and pains do not belong to the Orthodox. 


This does not mean that we Orthodox do not have problems 
and struggles and dreams, but I cannot leave them in the WCC. 
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For this reason I feel so strange. ~I do not form any conception 
of these problems. I do not feel them and sometimes I fear to 
express that I live somewhere else where I am completely fore- 
ign. This is a problem of the WCC, but the WCC should not 
have problems only of one part of its membership. It has many 
other problems. Therefore, it should live, feel and study these 
problems. Its struggle should be a struggle for all of its mem- 
bers and not only for a part. 


A further point. The way of examining these problems, the 
path for the study of these problems are “protestant”. These 
ways are leading me far away. I have the feeling that we Or- 
thodox are disregarded in the examination of these problems. 
My voice is a voice crying in the wilderness, and sometimes my 
voice is not heard at all. I only listen but I cannot offer. How- 
ever, I am struggling to understand but I keep silent. Sometimes 
I am sorry because I feel alone within this ethos and style. How- 
ever, I understand that I am not a foreigner within the spiritual 
life of the WCC. 


All studies, reports, presentation of the themes, formulation 
of them, are outside my Orthodox. Sometimes my point of view 
exists but it is like a drop in the ocean. I am asking whether it 
would be possible within the new structure of the WCC for my 
presence to be a real presence not only to study and to formulate, 
but my problems, struggles, pains and dreams should also be 
clear within the WCC. I would like my problem, which is not 
a problem of the “Protestant world” to live within the WCC. I 
would like to have the reactions of the Protestant world, to have 
its opinion, its help. I would like to see the Protestant world 
belonging in my struggles. 


However, I would like to repeat once again that what is 
happening now is not only a fault of the WCC, but also my own. 
But, I believe that within the new structure this problem should 
be dealt with, because if we are going to continue in the usual 
way there exists a danger that we will move further away from 


-- 270 — 


ee ΠΡΉΡΝΕΓ 


COMMENTS ON THE STRUCTURE OF THE WCC 


one another while we are struggling for our union. Orthodoxy 
feels very keen on this problem and is willing to find a solution 
for it because it is a problem of the future life of the WCC and 
an essential truly spiritual problem of the Church. But, also, 
this is a problem of the staff of the WCC because the staff could 
understand this problem better than anybody else. The staff 
is a family which is working continuously. All of them are 
brothers who should march together and carry the load of each 
other. The brother is not a stranger. He also has his problems, 
his,way of thinking and is able to offer too. They are not “Pro- 
testant” problems only but also “Orthodox” problems too, and 
both of them belong to the WCC. Both of them are problems 
and themes of the Church of Christ. The cooperation among 
them is the spirit which renews. It is the spirit of the WCC 
which should live and also give life. 


In a Pan-Orthodox meeting the world Orthodox expressed 
its opinion in sincerity and courage: “What would the Ecumeni- 
cal Movement of the WCC be without Orthodox ?” Simply a large 
Pan-Protestant Confederation .... Orthodoxy is participating 
even today in the WCC in a more or less symbolic way. Ortho- 
doxy does not influence the essence and the formulation of the 
theological texts and decisions, and is absent from its central 
administration .... the time has come to be conscious of our res- 
ponsibility in the WCC, not to jeopardize rights, but in order to 
enlighten — to fulfil our diakonia within it.” 


+ Parthenios of Carthage 
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BY AN ANCIENT MESOPOTAMIAN 


By 
Panayotis G. Fouyas B.D., Ph.D. 


This is an imaginative approach to the concept the ancient 


Mosopotamians had about the destiny of man in accordance with 
their beliefs of man’s lot beyond the grave. We tried to depict 
the tragedy of the ancient Mesopotamian through the episodes 
of the Gilgamesh Epic, discovered amongst the relics of the lib- 
rary in the temple of Nabu and in the palace library of Assur- 
banibal at Nineveh'. The Epic is named after (the name of) the 


].. 


S.G.F. Brandon, Man and his Destiny in the Great Religions, Manchester, 
1962, p. 89. Cf. IM. Jastrow, Jr., “Religion of Babylonia and Assyria” in J. 
Hastings, A Dictionary of the Bible, Extra Volume, Edinburgh 1906, p. 550b; 
that the tablets in the library of Assurbanipal represent merely the copies 
made in the 7th century B.C. from the originals that existed in the temple 
archives of the south. “The king Assurbanipal actually sent his scribes 
to the temples in the old religious centres of Babylonia, for the purpose 
of having copies made. The script in some of these originals, and above all 
the dating of a number of them, leave no substantial doubt that at the time 
of Hammurabi (c. 2250 B.C.) a considerable literature had been produced, 
and, what is more, such notable productions as the great epic of a hero 
named Gilgamesh were already in existence, though perhaps this epic 
had not yet the form in which it has come down to us in the tablets of As- 
surbanipal’s library". Cf also studies on the subject : T. Fish, “Some An- 
cient Mesopotamian Traditions concerning Men and Society’, in Bulletin 
of the John Rylands Library, vol. 30, Manchester, 1946. CJ. Gadd, Ideas of 
Primitive Rule in the Ancient East and Old Testament Parallels, 2nd ed., 
Chicago University Press, 1949. P. Jensen, Das Gilgamesh-Epos in der Wellt- 
literature, Band I, Strasbourg, 1906. M.E.L. Mallowan, Early Mesopotamia 
and Iran (London 1965. 5.5.Ε. Brandon, “The Epic of Gilgamesh: a Mesopo- 
tamian Philosophy”, in History Today, XI, London 196]. Idem, Man and his 
Destiny in the Great Religions, Manchester, 1962. Idem, The Judgment of 
the Dead, Manchester, 1967. V.G. Childe, New Light on the Most Ancient 
East, London, 1953. C.H. Toy, Introduction to the History ,of Religions 
London, 1919. G.W. Gilmore, “Babylonia”, in Schaff-Herzog, The Encyclopae 
dia of Religous Knowledge, vol. I, (Educational Book Company, Lid, London). 
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hero Gilgamesh whose adventures dominate the whole of it. 
Professor 5.5.Ρ'. Brandon states that the Gilgamesh Epic is rather 
a meditation on death, in the form of a tragedy, and represents 
the thoughts the ancient Mesopotamian had about the destiny 
of man or a philosophy of life in terms of the Weltanschauung 
of ancient Mesopotamian culture’. 


The Epic of Gilgamesh, in the form that was discovered, 
dates from the seventh century B.C.. but its composition is much 
older and the origin of it is Sumerian. Fragments of it were dis- 
covered in Akkadian and in Sumerian. According to W-F. 
Albright Akkadians borrowed Sumerian mythological cycles, 
such as that of Gilgamesh, Lungal-banda, the Creation and 
Deluge the Descent of Ishtar, Agushaya etc. and tfransformed 
them into real epics. They developed them with a dramatic 
movement which was unknown to the Sumerians’. 


The Epic consists of various legends which started appear- 
ing about 2000 B.C., but the figure of Gilgamesh, perhaps a cele- 
brated figure of Mesopotamian legend or folk-lore, prevailed on 
the other legends to such an extent that the whole Epic was en- 
titled after him‘. 


The hero Gilgamesh seems to be in opposition to deity in 
the person of Ishtar not by eating of the fruit of the tree, which 
was regarded as having properties securing immortality to men, 
but by slaying of a sacred bull®. According to C.H. Toy the hero 
Gilgamesh sometimes is considered to be the original of the 
Greek mythical hero Hercules, who slayed the Hydra’. 


2. §.G.F. Brandon, Man and his Destiny in the Great Religions, p. 89f. 

3. WF. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity, 2nd ed., Doubleday 
Anchor Books, 1957, p. 196. 

(C.H. Toy, Introduction to the History of Religions, p. 447. 

G.W. Gilmore, in Schaff-Herzog The Encyclopaedia of Religous Knowledge, 
vol. I, ο. 412a. 

6. C.H. Toy, Ibid, pp. 376—7. 


oS 
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An analysis of the Gilgamesh Epic offers the following 
characteristics: The Mesopotamian conception of the post- 
mortem existence was crude in the extreme’. Babylonian thought 
was strongly centred on this world. This was due to the lack 
of any expectation of a joyous life in stet next life, despite the 
fact that in the neighbour country Egypt a conception of a bliss- 
sful life had been developed from a very early period. Even the 
Mesopotamian eschatological cocneptions, connected with royal 
funeral customs, were not sufficient to create strong hopes about 
the hereafter. Sophisticated thinkers inclined more to pessimism 
because they thought unattainable the possibility of obtaining 
eternal life. Such an idea is vivid in the Gilgamesh Epic. When 
the hero Gilgamesh was informed of the death of his bosom 
friend, Enkidu, he was overtaken by a morbid fear of death, 
which led him to strange edventures and uparalleled hardships 
in his search for immortality. The death of his friend proved 
his search to be unsuccessful. “In this Epic the gloomy future 
of man and the hero’s fear of death are portrayed in strong colors, 
and a somewhat hedonistic way of life is inculcated’”*. The com- 
position of this Epic “tells of the futility of man’s quest for im- 
mortality in terms of the career of an ancient hero, Gilgamesh’. 
An inexorable fate destines the life of mankind. Such was the 
conception of Homer when he said παρέστηκε θάνατος καί μοῖρα 
κραταιή *°. 


The famous Greek philosopher Socrates, the wisest man of 
his age and in the history of mankind, regarded the γῆρατος 
οὐδῷ as the age of one’s full experience of life at all levels. 
And the conclusion of the hero Gilgamesh is much the same in 
the case of the destiny of man in the light of his historical, social 
and religious data. People at the dawn of man’s history distin- 
guish between lords and servants, between gods and men. The 


S.G-F. Brandon, The Judgment of the Dead, p. 49. 
ΥΕ. Albright, Ibid, p. 199. 

S.G.F. Brandon, The Judgment of the Dead, p. 50. 
᾿Ιλιάδος Π 853. 
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lords employ their servants but they do not feel as they do. Gods 
know the thoughts, the wishes, the desires and the feelings of 
their loyal subjects without the subjects being able to under- 
stand their gods: “who can understand the counsel of the gods 
in the midst of heaven’’''. Similar thoughts led me to choose 
the man who speaks the Soliloquy of the low ancient Mesopo- 
tamian society in order to depict the inexorable fate-with all 
its life of misery-that it had reserved for the men of that period 
with which we are now engaged. 


The drama of the life to which we become witness now is 
the common lot of the human race in its primitive state. 


THE SOLILOQUY 


I wished the day I was born had never existed. I wished 
I was born during the night — that night which had not end. 
It would be better for me not to have opened my eyes to the light 
of the day. So might I avoid the dreadful moment when a man 
crosses from light to death. 


Oh! The inexorable fate. The fate alloted to every human 
being at his birthday ; it makes death a chain whose links are 
the dwellers of the underworld. 


A path. A path leading to the Kur-nu-gia (the Hell of the 
Mesopotamians). A one-way-street, so narrow that the soul 
passes through with much difficulty. 


A caravan of souls travels through it. 


All the classes of men follow their leader : the common fate, 
before which everything bends. 


There is no return in this one-way street. Kur-nu-gia, “the 
land of no-return”’. 


11. RH. Pfeiffer, in Ancient Near East Texts, p. 435a II. 33—40. Cf. S.G.F. Bran- 
don, Man and his Destiny in the Great Religions, p. 97. 
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The narrowness of street to Kur-nu-gia is stifling and the 
darkness is dreadful. 


Gods, where are you to help your servant ? 


I am hopeless as light comes from nowhere. 


What a misfortune I have prepared for myself. What about 
my obedience? I served my gods faithfully and my servants 
servilly. 


Yes, was my answer. I did not deny the demands of every- 
one who ruled over me. 


I saw my woes afflicting me, but I was not discouraged. 


I was silent at the silence of my lord. I said yes to his voice. 


I regarded happy the upstart considering his wealth, but 
I was surprised at seeing the heaping up of the fluidity of his 
richness and I said : Nothing is static. The richness flees, and 
the ground I stand on now is shaken under my feet. 


What was I in my life ? I was a wise and an imploring crea- 
ture of my gods, 


I never forget that the gods created me to build temples for 
them ; to make sacrifices to them and to be an obedient servant 
to their commands. 


Oh! I remember the dawn of my life, when I came into 
being ; the first steps which I took ; I was nothing more than a 
servant, — a servant’s son, an heir of a slavery to continue the 
life of my race under the demands of inexorable fate. 


I become aware of the woes which afflict human beings and 
I realized that misfortune is a common lot to all men without 
exception. 


I lived in many epochs during my life; I live now with my 


memories ; I recall my past days which 1 cannot distinguish from 
the world of my dreams. 
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What is the outcome of my meditation ! Deceit, lies and the 
weakness of the powerful who ruled over me. All his brightness 
changed into a shadow not differing from my own. The blows 
of fate have proved all things ephemeral. The hereafter is un- 
known. The darkness of ignorance and the lack of the divine 
presence in the next life are the only realities. 


At this stage, in which all men leave behind the ungracious 
reality of misery, opens a new horizon full of new wonderings ; 
the wonderings of the underworld, where there is neither service 
nor enjoyment. People hope, but they do not believe. They 
never learnt of what exists in the Kur-nu-gia, the land of no- 
return. 


I wished to win two things : No repetition of the same life 
no death for me. 


What is it that I should like from the pleasures of this 
world? The injustice, the lack of equality, the antinomy, the 
fascination, the murder, the unexpected events, the isolation and 
the unfruitful service to my lords and gods ? 


So, I made up my mind to abandon all the useless and dis- 
turbing thoughts which represent nothing or lead to vain dreams. 


I look into myself and mystically I say : I must escape, I must 
save myself, fleeing far away, surpassing the limits of my environ- 
ment to reach the blessed fields (? ). 


Who knows ! Somewhere, may be, is a place of a better life, 
an eternal one. 


I cannot endure the inexplicable event of death. A fear 
seizes me when I think of this dreadful event. 


“Woes have entered my heart. 
The fear of death has seized me. 
I shall travel going out of this world that besets me”. 


I would not expect help any longer from my gods. I cannot 
understand the Creator. (“understanding is excluded from man- 


kind’). 
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Every way in this world is an evil path. But I shall try to 
beat fate. 

(He storts the way which leads out of this world but sud- 
denly hears a voice-not Enkidt’s voice as in the Epic of Gilga- 
mesh warning him about the hardships he had to face ahead and 
in anticipation it speaks to him of the frustration of his hopes 
and that he was going to come back because fate would compell 
him to return). 

But I heard : Servant (says the voice) quo vadis ? 

“Whither runnest thou ? 

The life which thou seekest thou shalt not find. 

When the gods created mankind, 

Death for mankind they set aside, 

Life in their own hands retaining. 

Thou, Gilgamesh, let fullbe thy belly, 

Make thou merry by day and by night. 

Of each day make thou a feast of rejoicing, 

Day and night dance thou and play. 

Let thy raiment be clean. 

Thy head be washed, (and) thyself be bathed in water, 

Cherish the little one holding thy hand, 

(And) let thy wife rejoice in thy bosom, 

This is the lot of mankind”?’. 


These words agitated the feelings of my heart and I felt the 
waves of a miserable life reaching my feet again. 


I cannot help any longer either the life I have experienced 
or the painful words : that the gods created mankind and they 
allotted death to them. 


12, A. Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and Old Testament Parallels, 2nd ed. Chi- 
cago University Press, 1949, p. 70, Tablet IX, col. iii; 1—14. Cf. S.G-F. Bran- 
don, Man and his Destiny in the Great Religions, p. 92, and n. 3 there is 
a bibliography related to the subject. 
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I should continue my journey ; 


Who knows .... I hope to find men who have overcome the 
chilling event of death; they might consult me. 


But the common fate has fixed a predestination for me : I 
shall also die like my friends and my country-men. “Will it not 
be with me?” Would I escape death? This is the ardent desire 
which impels me now. 


But on my way to find expression to my dreams I realized 
that no help and no encouragement come to me from anywhere. 
“T have not experienced for an instant’’!* the reality of my disires. 


Indeed. I asked for an exception to be granted me by the 
gods. Now I see the vanity of my conceptions and efforts. The 
gods have withheld immortality from men. We are their ioyal 
faithful and the servants of our masters. 


I could not help any longer a repetition of my past life. I 
do not like to turn my head back. Every memory afflicts me. 


(And now a remarkable document of a dialogue between a 
master and his servant, in which the cynicism bred of the Meso- 
potamian view of life finds eloquent expression). 

“Servant obey me’, yes, my lord, yes. “I will do 
something helpful for my country”. Do (it), my lord, do 
(it). The man who does something helpful for his country, 
—his helpful deed is placed in the bowl of Marduk. “No, 
servant, I will not do something helpful for my country”. 
Do it not, my lord, do it not. Climb the mounds of an- 
cient ruins and walk about: look at the skulls of late and 
early (men); who (among them) is an evildoer, who a 
public benefactor’’™*. 


13. J.B. Prichard, Ancient Near Eastern Texts relating to the Old Testament, 
XXVII, Princeton University Press, 2nd ed., 1955, p. 439; A Dialogue about 
human misery. 

14. ‘Trns. ΕΗ. Pfeiffer, in A.N.E.T., ΧΙ, p. 438. ΟἹ. S.H. Langdon, “Death and 
Disposal of Dead (Babylonian)”, in E.R.E., vol. IV, (1911). T. Jacobsen, in 
The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man, Chicago, University Press, 
1946, pp. 216—17 and S.G.F. Brandon, The Judgment of the Dead, p. 54 and 
p. 21], n. 37 for references. 
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My master recognised my freedom and paid attention to 
my word. 

I looked down and I never raised my head to look at my 
master’s face. 

Lo, I pass away. I enter the darkness of my ignorance. I 
experience the abandonment of my gods. At this stage all men 
are equal. No distinction between the dead, high or low, good 
or bad. All men live the same drama : the hopeless misery of 
hereafter. Fate has destined the same lot for all men. 

That was the dream I saw about “the house from which he 
who enters never goes forth ; 

On the road whose path does not lead back ; 

To the house whose inhabitants are bereft of light ; 

Where dust is their food and clay their sustenance ; 

(Where) they are clad like birds, 

(Where) they see no light and dwell in darkness. 

In the h(ouse of dus)t, which I entered, 

I loo(ked at the kings (7), and (behold) the crowns had 
been deposited’’*. 

Therefore, I bend my neck to die being obedient to the de- 
mands of the inexorable fate which is the same for all creatures 
who dwell in “the house of the underworld’. 

The above Soliloquy, based on the extant texts of the Gilga- 
mesh Epic, vividly expresses the prevailing pessimism amongst 
the ancient Mesopotamians. It is also a realistic approach to the 
concept of the destiny which was regarded by the Mesopotamians 
to be inexorable. The position of man before his gods and lords 
is the position of a slave. The events in human life have made 
the ancient Mesopotamian a strong thinker ; he realized that no- 
body is excluded from the common fate, that is death for all 


15. Tablet VII, col. iv, 31—41, trans. by A. Heidel, Ibid; p. 60; Cf. S.G.F. Brandon; 
Man and his Destiny in the Great Religions, p. 91. 
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men. This common lot abolishes all the dignities and distinctions 
from man to man, from society to society, from lord to servant. 
It also proves the futility of man’s belief and confidence in his 
god’s mercy and support in the hereafter. The phrase : “who 
can understand the counsel of the gods in the midst of heaven” 
is absolutely vague. 


When we compare the Mesopotamian view of death with 
the Egyptian one we find it “as a more realistic appreciation of 
the evidence of man’s demise than the Egyptian belief that by 
means of a magical technique, centred on Osiris*®, the fact of 
death could be reversed, or its disintegrating process stayed, and 
a state of everlasting felicity achieved’’’. According to W.F. 
Albright the Mesopotamians lacking the Egyptian conception 
of the condition of the dead, were in a better position than the 
Egyptians because in later times they managed to find a per- 
vasive idea of order and system in the universe “resulting in 
large part from the tremendous effort devoted to the systemati- 
zation of knowledge and especially of divination (knowledge of 
the future), which surpasses anything found in Egypt’’*®. 


Athens, August 1969. 
Panayotis G. Fouyas 


16. Π.Γ. Φούγια, Ὁ Προορισμὸς tod ᾿Ανθρώπου κατὰ τὰς Θρησκευτι- 
κὰς ᾿Αντιλήψεις τῶν ᾿Αρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων, ᾿Ανάτυπον ἐκ τοῦ ΝΑ τόμου 
(1952 — 1969) τοῦ περιοδ. ΕΚΚΛΗΣΙΑΣΤΙΚΟΣ ΦΑΡΟΣ, σελ. 145, ὅτι 
εὁ "Ὄσιρις συγκεντροῖ ὅλας τὰς ἐλπίδας τῶν Αἰγυπτίων διὰ τὴν πέραν 
τοῦ τάφου τύχην αὐτῶν καὶ δὲν ἀφήνει χῶρον εἰς τὴν προσωπικὴν ἠἦθι- 
κὴν πρωτοβουλίαν τοῦ ἀτόμου», σελ. 162 καὶ σελ. 163. «*H ἀθανασία 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων Kai ὁ θρίαμβος αὐτῶν ἐνώπιον τοῦ ᾿Ανωτάτου Δικαστη- 
ρίου τοῦ βασιλείου τῶν νεκρῶν ἦσαν γεγονότα ἀλληλένδετα πρὸς τὴν 
ὑπὸ τοῦ ᾿Οσίριδος χορηγουμένην αὐτοῖς δικαίωσιν ». Cf. E.O. James 
History of Religions, London, 1956, p. 53. 

17. S.GF. Brandon, The Judgment of the Dead, p. 54. 

18. W.F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity, p. 199. Cf. C.H. Toy, 
Introduction to the History of Religions, pp. 428--30. 
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By 
Archbishop Sion Manoogian* 


THE SACREMENTS 


The term sacrament signifies an outward and visible sign 
by means of which internal and invisible grace is imparted to 
men. 

The Greek word for sacrament is mysterion which means 
covered, closed, kept secret. The Latin Sacramentum was 
applied more strictly and technically to seven rites which are: 

1. Baptism; 2 Confirmation; 8: Holy Hucharist;? 47 2e 
nance; 5. Holy Orders; 6. Holy Matrimony ; and 7. Unction of 
the Sick. 

The Sacraments of Baptism, Confirmation and Holy Order 
cannot be repeated. 

The Holy Orders, Matrimony and Unction are particular 
sacraments. 

Why do we need Sacraments: Because a man is by nature 
unable to lay hold of the invisible except by visible signs. 

In order to be valid, a Sacrament should have three con- 
ditions, (a) Matter, (b) Form, (c) Competent minister. 

Matter consists of the physical actions and material which 
are required. The form is the word which the minister recites 
while performing the Sacraments. 


BAPTISM : Baptism is the initiatory Sacrament by which 
we are incorporated into the body of Christ, established in the 
convenant or agreement of grace, and enabled to receive other 
forms of sacramental grace. In other words we are made mem- 
bers of Christ’s Church, accept Christ as our Saviour, and are 
eligible for other Sacraments, such as, Confession, Communion, 
Matrimony, etc. 


* Continued from page 29. 
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The matter in Baptism is pure fresh water and in the 
Armenian Church, Chrism (Holy Oil), is added. The method is 
by three fold immersion and by three fold pouring of the water 
on the catechumen. This is symbolic of Christ’s being three 
days in the grave. “Buried with Him in Baptism, wherein also 
ye are risen with him through the faith of the operation of God, 
who hath raised Him from the dead.” (Colossians 11:1). 

The form used in the Armenian Church is to say: (This 
Name), servant of God, coming from catechumen (nonbeliever) 
to baptism, in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
bought by the blood of Christ from servitude of sin, and receiv- 
ing son-ship or adoption of the Heavenly Father to be heir of 
Christ and a temple of the Holy Spirit.” 

A priest or high clergyman is the proper authority to 
perform Baptism. 

Infant Baptism is preferred because barriers to grace are 
eliminated. 

The God-father or sponsor takes the responsibility of 
tending to the child’s spiritual upbringing. During the service 
the priest asks, “What does this child wish,’ and the sponsor 
answers, “Faith, Hope, Love and Baptism, to be baptised, saved, 
and cleansed from sins, delivered from the devils and to serve 
God.” There is only one Baptism. “One Lord, one Faith, one 
Baptism.” (Ephesians IV:5). 

Baptism is essential to us for many reasons. It is an incor- 
poration into the body of Christ, consequent regeneration, new 
birth. By this Sacrament we obtain remission of sins, especially 
of the original sin, adoption as children of God and heirs of 
the kingdom of Heaven. We also receive the capacity of benefits 
of other Sacraments. (Cansequent regeneration is the infusion 
of new vital principles, and not a conversion or change of 
morals). 

The ceremony in the Armenian Church follows this pro- 
cedure: Everyone faces the door, symbolic of resigning from the 
devil; a confession is said; the last chapter of St. Matthew’s 
Gospel, concerning the Resurrection of Christ, is read: the 
Nicene Creed is repeated; and then everyone proceeds to the 
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baptismal font. The Epistle of St.Paul to the Colossians is read 
and also St. John III:1-8 concerning what a man has to do in 
order to be born again. After the child has been baptized and 
emerged in the water, new white clothes, signifying rebirth 
and purity are put on the child. 

Through our baptismal relation to the Body of Christ, 
channels of grace are opened to us. The Holy Spirit, who effects 
this mystery, does enable us to receive the manifold gifts, which 
God sacramentally imparts to the Members of the Body of 
Christ or of the Church. 


CONFIRMATION : Confirmation is the sacrament whereby 
the baptized is more fully equipped for overcoming trials and 
temptations of the world, for professing Christian Faith, and for 
gaining the graces of Christian life by the formal gift of the 
Holy Ghost which is imparted at this time. 

The matter of confirmation is the anointing of the catechu- 
men with the Holy Chrism or Myron, which is an oil prepared 
from forty-eight various fragrant flowers and consecrated by 
the Catholicos, and the laying on of hands by the proper minister. 
The form is the words accompanying the imposition of hands 
prayerfully requesting that God send the Holy Ghost into the 
heart of the catechumen. (Bible reference: Acts VIII: 17-18, 
“Then when Simon saw that through laying on of the apostles’ 
hands the Holy Ghost was given, he offered them money, for 
this power’’). 

In the Eastern Church, a priest is the proper minister, 
and Confirmation takes place immediately after Baptism. On 
the other hand, in the Western Churches, a Bishop performs 
Confirmation when a child is approximately twelve. This delay 
in Confirmation in the Western Churches was caused by the 
retention of the Bishop or episcopal Confirmation even in view 
of the growth in size of episcopal jurisdictions. 

The Church normally requires Confirmation before ad- 
mission to the Holy Communion, because the grace of Confir- 
mation is a vital part of the equipment needed for full appro- 
priation of the benefits of the greater sacrament, Communion. 
Baptism, you recall, is the initiatory sacrament by which we 
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are made members of the Body of Christ, children of God, and 
inheritors of the kingdom of heaven; Confirmation is the 
sacrament by which we receive the formal gift ot the Holy 
Spirit; and Communion is the sacrament by which we obtain 
a strengthening and refreshing of our souls, spiritual cleansing 
of soul and body, and participating in the sacrifice of Christ 
and in its benefits. 

The sevenfold gifts of the Holy Spirit are bestowed at the 
time of Confirmation. These gifts; according to the theologians 
are understanding, wisdom, knowledge, counsel, godliness, 
Spiritual strength, and holy fear. These gifts are described : 
(a) Understanding enables us to see the mysteries of the faith ; 
(b) By wisdom we apprehend the values of these mysteries, 
and detect errors; (c) By knowledge we perceive moral princi- 
ples and laws; (d) By counsel we apply these principles with 
sound moral judgement : (e) By true Godliness we acquire 
reverent and loving piety; (f) By spiritual strength we are 
morally courageous and persevere in graces and self-discipline ; 
(g) By holy fear we feel loving anxiety to please God. These 
gifts are intended to develop in us the graces of Faith, Hope, 
and Charity, imparted to us in Baptism, and to bring forth the 
‘fruits of the Spirit.” 

The confirmed becomes a participant in Christ's Church, 
assisting in the corporate functions of the Church, a soldier of 
Christ, and a proper communicant capable of fully benefiting 
by the sacramental means of grace. 


FORM OF CONFIRMATION IN THE ARMENIAN 
CHURCH : After baptizing the catechumen, the priest anoints 
crosswise the forehead, eyes, ears, nostrils, lips, hands, heart, 
back, and feet of the newly baptized with the Holy Chrism and 
with special prayers. 

For the forehead he says, “This sweet oil in the name of 
Jesus Christ is being poured on you as the Seal of heavenly 
Sifts. 

For the eyes, “May this seal in the name of Jesus Christ 
lighten your eyes that you may never sleep in death.” 
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For the ears, “Holy Ointment- will make you ever ready to 
listen to the Divine Commandments.” 

For the lips, “This Seal of Jesus Christ will be the guardian 
of your mouth and firm door of your lips.” 


For the heart, “May this Divine Seal stamp a holy heart 
in you and re-new a righteous spirit in your being.” 

For the back, “May this Seal be a shield of strength of 
which you may reject all attacks of evil.” 

For the feet, “May this Seal of Jesus Christ direct your 
paths into everlasting life that you may never be shaken or may 
never waver.” 


The priest concludes the confirmation of the newly baptized 
child and gives the blessings with, “Peace be with you redeemed 
of God. Peace be with you, anointed of God.” 

After confirmation, the child is dressed in white clothes, 
which is symbolic of purity, and around the child’s neck is placed 
a Cross. The child is then taken to the alter for his first Com- 
munion and for his dedication to God. In conclusion, the bene- 
diction is given and The Lord’s Prayer is recited. 


HOLY EUCHARIST: Holy Eucharist or Holy Communion 
is one of the seven sacraments of the Church, which are outward 
and visible signs of inward and spiritual graces. Communion is 
the meeting place of Christians and the Sacrament of unity; it 
is the place where Christ feeds the members of His body and 
where He unites them with Himself in acceptably approaching 
the Father. 


‘The outward and the visible signs’ are wheaten bread and 
pure wine (fermented grape juice), which are received by the 
faithful after proper consecration by the priest. The matter of 
Holy Communion in the Armenian Church differs slightly from 
the Greek Orthodox and the Roman Catholic Churches. Unlea- 
vened bread was used by Christ in instituting the sacrament 
at the Last Supper and the Armenian Church has remained 
faithful to this custom. On the other hand, in the eleventh 
century, the Greek Orthodox Church began to use leavened 
bread for Communion. The Roman Catholic Church uses water 
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in the wine of the Chalice but the Armenian Church uses pure 
wine, just as Jsus did. The laymen should receive both the 
bread and wine. In the Roman Catholic Church, the congre- 
gation is given only the bread or the Host and not the wine, 
which is against historical form established by Christ. 


The set order of words used in the Holy Eucharist is what 
our Lord said during the Last Supper, “And as they were 
eating, Jesus took bread, and blessed it, and brake it, and gave 
it to the disciples, and said, ‘Take, eat; this is my body.’ And 
he took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying, 
‘Drink ye all of it; for this is my blood of the New Testament, 
which is shed for many for the remission of sins.’”’ (Matt. 26:26- 
28). These words are an invocation or calling of the Holy 
Spirit. 

The transaction in which the matter and form are co- 
joined is called consecration. In other words, consecration is 
the act giving the sacramental character to the Eucharistic 
elements of bread and wine. This union of the inward and out- 
ward parts of Communion is like the union between the God- 
head and Manhood in the incarnated Christ. The sacrament is 
correctly called both bread and wine, and the body and blood 
of Jesus Christ. Consecration of the Holy Communion is a 
representative function of priesthood; therefore, the adminis- 
trator must be of no less authority than a priest. 

The inward or the spiritual part of communion is the living 
and the glorified body and blood of Christ. The words of Jesus 
at the Last Supper are not to be taken as a figure of speech 
but as sound words which are truly descriptive of what the con- 
secrated bread and wine have become. There is no physical 
change in the bread and wine, no physical presence of Christ, 
but spiritual. Conversion denotes, in terms of change, the fact 
that what is previously called mere bread and wine becomes by 
consecration the Sacrament which, in accordance with Christ’s 
words, becomes Christ’s body and blood, For these changes, 
the Roman Catholic Church uses the word transubstantiation, 
which is not used in the Armenian Church because it is mis- 
leading. 
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Concerning Holy Communion: The first, the doctrine of 
Real Presence, signifies that since the consecrated bread and 
wine are to be called the body and blood of Jesus Christ, these 
heavenly gifts are present in, with, and under the sacramental 
bread and wine. This doctrine upholds that the Presence is not 
natural, after the manner of bodies, but sacramental and 
spiritual. In other words, a true spiritual identification of the 
sacrament is made with Christ’s body and blood. 

The second doctrine, Objective Presence, denotes that the 
Presence in the sacrament begins from the moment of conse- 
cration and continues as long as the bread and wine or species 
remain. Since the presence is concomitant with the species, the 
Communion may be reserved for administration to the sick. In 
the Western Churches, an analogy is made between the Objective 
Presence and the one personality of Christ in which His two 
natures, human and divine, are united. Sacramental Presence 
is spiritual, supernatural, supersensible, and not physical. It is 
achieved by operation of the Holy Spirit, although through the 
main ministry of the priesthood. This Presence of the body 
and blood of Christ does not present His physical body nor any 
other than the one living body and blood which has been 
glorified by His Resurrection. 


The third, the Doctrine of Spiritual Presence of Christ in 
the Eucharist, is very important because it assures us that Christ 
redeems His promise of coming among us and of feeding us 
with Himself, the Living Bread from Heaven; it is a medium 
of approach to God — the very victim of the Cross — and 
accepting it, we offer ourselves to Him. The doctrine of Sipiri- 
tual Presence of Christ also explains how the Eucharist is a true 
memorial of Christ’s death. In it the very Manhood, which 
suffered on the Cross, is present under a division of species, 
which represents His Death without dividing Him or again 
erucifying Him. 

Benefits of Communion are a strengthening and refreshing 
of our souls, a spiritual cleaning of soul and body, and a 
participation in the sacrifice of Christ and in its benefits 
(rebirth, grace, and everlasting life). Only those who have 
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faith and repentance can partake in the Communion. If these 
are lacking, the benefits are forfeited and spiritual injury and 
condemnation are the consequences. In other words these 
benefits depend upon worthy Communion. The sacrament is in- 
deed instituted for the unworthy, and sinners are the normal 
beneficiaries. Worthy Communicants refers to those who repent 
and confess; to a believing and penitential approach accom- 
panied by purpose of amendment and by charity with all men. 

Spiritual Communion means an act of devotion by which 
those who are present at the celebration of Holy Communion, 
but for some good reason are not then able to receive the sacra- 
ment, unite themselves in spirit with the rest, and derive such 
benefits which are non-communicationa! and are available, such 
as inspiration. The benefits or spiritual Communion are real 
but limited, and are dependent upon not failing to receive the 
sacrament with sufficient regularity and frequency. 

Holy Eucharist is properly called a sacrifice because of its 
substantial identification with the sacrifice of Jesus Christ and 
because by means of it we fulfill for ourselves the essence of 
sacrifice, which is an effective offering of ourselves to God. In 
the Holy Eucharist, as on the Cross, the true priest and victim 
is Jesus Christ and for this reason, in celebrating this mystery 
we offer sacramentally the only sacrifice, Christ, by which sin- 
ners can obtain divine acceptance for their self-oblations. Christ 
is ever present at Communion and at the same time present with 
God and acting in our behalf as intercessor. 


THE DIVINE LITURGY. THE LORD'S LAST SUPPER : 
In order to comprehend the true meaning or significance of Holy 
Liturgy, it is necessary to understand its meaning and history. 
The word, Liturgy, comes from the Greek word, Liturgia, meaning 
public worship, and refers to the service of the Eucharist which 
is the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, the Communion, the 
Sacrifice of our Lord. 

The Holy Liturgy was founded by Christ. When Christ 
and His Disciples gathered together for the annual feast of the 
Jewish people (the Passover), He had known that this would 
be His Last Supper with His followers and He gave them speci- 
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fic instructions as to what to do in remembrance of Him. (St. 
Luke XXII: 19) “And he took bread, and gave thanks, and brake 
it, and gave unto them, saying, This is my body which is given 
for you: this do in remembrance of me. Likewise also the cup 
after supper, saying, This cup is the new testament in my blood, 
which is shed for you.” 

After the ascension of Christ, the Disciples had an uncom- 
fortable and inconsolable feeling until the day of the Pentecost 
when they were filled with the Holy Ghost. (Acts II :1) “And 
when the day of the Pentecost was fully come, they were alll 
with one accord in one place. And suddenly there came a sound 
from heaven as of a rushing mighty wind, and it filled all the 
house where they were sitting.. And they were all filled with 
the Holy Ghost.” After this they realized their call and mission 
was to teach and preach the Gospel of Jesus Christ as they had 
seen, heard, and learned from their Master, and to sup together 
in His remembrance. This realization led to the organization of 
Christian Churches by the Disciples, first among the Israelites, 
who were already familiar with the Liturgy of the Lord’s Last 
Supper in the upper chamber. Later among the gentiles, the 
supper began to be known as “Agape” or Love Feast. In the 
Armenian Church commemoration of Agape is called Mas (un- 
leavened bread blessed by the priest) and everybody who attends 
Church receives a portion which conveys the idea of a family 
eating from the same tabie. 

As early as the first part of the second century or even the 
latter part of the first century, Christian Churches everywhere 
were using set forms of Liturgy. These forms included readings 
from the records of the Apostles or writings of the prophets, a 
“sermon” urging the people to imitate the noble things that had 
been read to them, united or common prayer which were con- 
cluded with the Kiss of Peace, the partaking of wine and bread, 
and donations from the people. 

By the fourth century various Liturgies had been formed 
in Greek, Egyptian, Assyrian, and Armenian. The Armenian 
Liturgy of St. Gregory the Illuminator (the first Catholicos of 
Armenia) was first used in 257 A.D. The Armenian Liturgy 
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is very closely akin to that of St. James which was the first 
Liturgy, and to that of St. Basil and St. Athanasius. The Ar- 
menian Liturgy was rearranged by St. Sahag, Catholicos of Ar- 
menia in the first part of the fifth century, and by John Man- 
dagouny, Catholicos of Armenia in the sixth century. It includes 
prayers taken from The Book of St. Gregory of Narek in the 
tenth century, and was greatly elaborated with hymns and songs 
by Nerses, the Graceful, Catholicos of Armenia in the twelfth 
century. 

The principal characteristics of the Armenian Liturgy are 
“venerable antiquity in all its rites, ceremonies, and prayers, 
and a beauty of language quite classic, and worthy of the Golden 
Age in which it was first written.” The Divine Liturgy inspires 
the congregation with a joyous, uplifting, and triumphant 
feeling. 


(cont.) 


Archbishop S. Manoogian 
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ΒΙΒΛΙΟΚΡΙΣΙΑΙ 


ΚΥΠΡΟΣ: Ἡ “Αγία Νῆσος. 
Ὑπὸ τοῦ Μακαριωτάτου 


᾿Αρχιεπισκόπον Κύπρου Μακαρίου τοῦ I''. 
᾿Αϑῆναι (1968). Σελ. 62 


Καὶ ὁ τίτλος τῆς ὑπ᾽ ὄψιν μελέτης καὶ ὁ Μακαριώτατος συγγραφεὺς 
αὐτῆς ἀπὸ τῆς πρώτης στιγμῆς προκαλοῦν τὸ ἐνδιαφέρον τοῦ ἀναγνώστου. 
Προσωπικῶς, κάθε τι τὸ ὁποῖον μοῦ ἐνθυμίζει τὴν ἐφημεριακὴν ζωήν μου 
ἐν ᾿Αγγλίᾳ, ἔνθα τὸ μεγαλύτερον μέρος τῶν ἐνοριτῶν μου ἦσαν “EAAnveS 
Κύπριοι, μὲ θέλγει καὶ μὲ συγκινεῖ. ᾿Εγνώρισα τὸν πηγαῖον πατριωτισμὸν 
καὶ τὴν ἀναλλοίωτον θρησκευτικότητα αὐτῶν. ‘Hl παρουσία των ἐν ᾿Αγ- 
γλίᾳ ἐζωντάνευσε τὴν ἐκεῖ Ἑλληνικὴν ᾿Εκκλησίαν κατὰ τρόπον ἐκπληκτικόν. 

Οὐχὶ ὀλιγώτερον ἐγοητεύθην ἀπὸ τὴν ἐν Κύπρῳ ᾿Εκκλησιαστικὴν 
ζωήν. Ag’ ἧς στιγμῆς πατήση τις τὸ πάδι του εἰς αὐτὸ τὸ ἅγιον ἑλλη- 
νικὸν χῶμα, ἠλεκτρίζεται ἀπὸ τὴν μακρὰν ἑλληνικὴν καὶ ᾿Ορθόδοξον ζωὴν 
τοῦ ἑλληνικοῦ Κυπριακοῦ χώρου. Ἤθελα νὰ εἶχα τὴν δύναμιν τῆς γραφίδος 
καὶ τὴν φαντασίαν τῆς σκέψεως καὶ τὰ ἄλλα χαρίσματα τοῦ Σωφρονίου 
τοῦ Εὐστρατιάδου, ἵνα ἐξυμνήσω τὴν Κύπρον ἐξ ἀφορμῆς τῆς κρίσεως τοῦ 
ἔργου τούτου, ws ἔπραξεν ἐκεῖνος περιγράφων τὴν τελευταίαν φάσιν τοῦ 
᾽Αρχιεπισκοπικοῦ ζητήματος. 

Εἰσερχόμενός τις εἰς τὸ καλλιεπέστατον καὶ ὀνειρῶδες ἀρχιεπισκο- 
πικὸν Μέγαρον, ἔργον τοῦ Μακαριωτάτου Μακαρίου τοῦ Γ΄, ὅπερ ἁπλώ- 
νεται εἰς τὸ κέντρον τῆς Κυπριακῆς πρωτευούσης, θαυμάζει τὸν ρέκτην καὶ 
φιλόμουσον ἱδρυτήν του. Ὅλο τὸ ἔργον, μὲ βιβλιοθήκας καὶ μουσεῖα, φέρει 
τὴν προσωπικὴν σφραγῖδα τοῦ Μακαρίου τοῦ Γ΄’. Ὅποια πέτρα καὶ ἂν 
γυρίσης εἰς τὴν Κύπρον θὰ εὕρῃς τὴν στοργικὴν παρουσίαν αὐτοῦ καὶ 
ὅποια καρδιὰ κι᾽ ἂν ἀνοίξῃς θὰ εὕρης µέσα τὸν ἄνθρωπον τοῦτον τὸν de 
ποῖον ἡ Θεία Πρόνοια ἐπροίκισε μὲ τὰ πιὸ μεγάλα προτερήματα. 

Ὅταν τὸν ἐπεσκέφθην τὸν παρελθόντα Φεβρονάριον, εἶδον χειρό- 
γραφα τὰ ὁποῖα ἐπεξεργάζηται διὰ προσεχεῖς ἐκδόσεις. Συνεπῶς ἡ ὑπὸ κρί- 
σιν μελέτη δὲν εἶναι ἡ μόνη ἐργασία τοῦ Μακαριωτάτου, ἄλλως θὰ ἔφερε 
τὰ σημεῖα τῆς ἀπειρίας. Καὶ τοῦτο εἶναι τὸ ἐκπληκτικὸν ὅτι ὁ Μακάριος 


δὲν εἶναι τυχαῖον δημιούργημα τῆς ἱστορίας, ἀλλὰ ὁ δημιουργὸς αὐτῆς, 
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διότι εὑρίσκει τὸν χρόνον νὰ διοικῇ τὴν ᾿Εκκλησίαν τῆς Κύπρου, -- δὲν εἷ- 
ναι πρῶτος ἐν ἴσοις ὁ Κύπρου, ἀλλὰ πρῶτος, οἱ Μητροπολῖται τῆς Κύπρου 
δὲν ἔχουν προϊσταμένην ἀρχὴν τὴν Σύνοδον, ἀλλὰ τὸν ᾿Αρχιεπίσκοπον καὶ 
αὐτὸν μνημονεύουν ἐν ταῖς ἱεραῖς Λειτουργίαις -- νὰ διοικῇ τὸ «δόλιο» κρά- 
τος τῆς Κύπρου καὶ συγχρόνως νὰ ἐνδιαφέρεται διὰ τὴν συλλογὴν ἀρχαιο- 
λογικῶν θησαυρῶν καὶ βιβλίων καὶ νὰ μελετᾷ καὶ νὰ συγγράφη. 

Ἡ ix 52 σελίδων ἐργασία αὕτη εἶναι πυκνὴ διότι ὁ Μακαριώτατος 
συγγραφεὺς αὐτῆς εἶχε νὰ λεπτολογήσῃ καὶ νὰ συμβουλευθῇ τόσας πηγάς. 
Μὲ τὴν ἀρχαίαν ὀνομασίαν τῆς Κύπρου ᾿Αλασία εἰς τὰ χείλη ἐπέρασα ἓξ 
ἔτη εἰς τὴν ᾿Αγγλίαν, διότι οἱ Ἕλληνες Κύπριοι δίδουν τὸ ὄνομα αὐτὸ 
“Alasia” εἰς τὰς ἐπιχειρήσεις των. Δὲν ὑπάρχει μεγάλη πόλις εἰς τὴν 
᾿Αγγλίαν, χωρὶς τὴν ᾿Αλάσια. Τὴν ἱστορίαν τῆς Κυπριακῆς Παροικίας τῆς 
Μεγάλης Βρετανίας ἔγραψε γλαφυρώτατα καὶ ἐξέδωκε τύποις ὁ ἐν Λονδί- 
νῷ λόγιος ᾿Αρχιμανδρίτης Ἱερόθεος Κυκκώτης, ὑπὸ τὸν τίτλον «ἐξ ᾿Ανα- 
τολῶν» (1968), 

Ἡ Κύπρος δὲν εἶναι τὸ πιὸ ἱστορικὸ καὶ τὸ πιὸ δοξασμένο νησὶ 
τῶν Ἑλλήνων, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ πιὸ Αγιο τῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας pas. Πατριάρχαι, 
ἐπίσκοποι, ἐκκλησιαστικοὶ συγγραφεῖς, ἅγιοι παρελαύνουν κατὰ ἑκατοντά- 
δας, τέκνα τῆς ὑπερηφάνου ἑλληνικωνάτης Κύπρου. Τὸ Πατριαρχεῖον ᾿Αλεξ- 
ανδρείας ἀπὸ τῆς ἡμέρας τῆς ἱδρύσεώς του ὑπὸ τοῦ Εὐαγγελιστοῦ Μάρ- 
κου μέχρι σήμερον, ὀφείλει πολλὰ εἰς τὴν ᾿Αγίαν αὐτὴν Νῆσον. 

Τὸ ἔργον τοῦτο τοῦ Μακαριωτάτου εἶναι βεβαίως μόλις 52 σελίδες, 
ἀλλὰ ἔχει ὅλα τὰ γνωρίσματα τῆς ἐπιμελείας, τῆς ἀκριβείας καὶ τῆς πλη- 
ρότητος. 

Ἡ πλουσία εἰς τὸ τέλος βιβλιογραφία τῆς ὑπ᾽ ὄψιν μελέτης 
θὰ ἀποτελέσῃ σπουδαιότατον βοήθημα δι᾽ ἐκεῖνον ὅστις θὰ ἐπεχείρει νὰ 
γράψῃ τὴν συνεισφορὰν τῆς Ἑλληνικῆς Κύπρου εἰς τὴν ᾿Εκκλησιαστικὴν 
Γραμματολογίαν. Eis τὴν βιβλιογραφίαν ταύτην θὰ προσθέσω δύο ἔργα : 
I. Κ. Περιστιάνη, ᾿Αρχαιολογικαὶ καὶ ἱστορικαὶ Μελέται. Γενικὴ “Ἱστορία 
τῆς Κύπρου ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρχαιοτάτων χρόνων μέχρι τῆς ᾿Αγγλικῆς Κατοχῆς. 
Top. A. ἐν Λευκωσίᾳ (1910) σελ. η’ — 1208. Τὸ ἔργον τοῦτο περιέχει 
ἐπιγραφάς, νομίσματα, σφραγιδόλιθους, πίνακας ἀρχαίων τόπων λατρείας 
κ.λ.π. καὶ 2. Χρ. Α, Παπαδοπούλου, Τὸ Χριστιανικὸν Κήρυγμα ἐν Κύπρῳ 
ἐν «᾿Εκκλησιαστικὸς Κῆρυξ» Κύπρου, A, 2 (1911) σελ. 33— 37 ἔνθα καὶ 
ἀναγραφὴ τῶν κατὰ τὰς παραδόσεις πρώτων ἐπισκόπων Κύπρου. 


fF Ὁ ᾿Αξώμης Μεϑόδιος 
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Oxford Bible Atlas: Edited by Herbert G. May with the Assis- 
tance of R. W. Hamilton and G. N. Hunt. 
Oxford University Press. 


Τελευταία ἔκδοσις 1968 σνμπεπληορωμένη. Σελ. 144 


Ἡ ἱστορικὴ καὶ Γεωγραφικὴ μέθοδος ἀποτελεῖ ἄριστον τρόπον με- 
λέτης καὶ κατανοήσεως τῶν γεγονότων τοῦ παρελθόντος. Μερικαὶ παλαιαὶ 
χαρτογραφίαι μετὰ ἱστορικῶν καὶ ἄλλων σημειώσεων καὶ συμπληρώσεων 
εἶναι σήμερον ἀπρόσιτοι, διὰ τοῦτο νέαι ἐκδόσεις τοῦ εἴδους τούτου συμ- 
πληρούμεναι καὶ συγχρονιζόμεναι μὲ τὰς νεωτέρας ἐπιστημονικὰς ἐπιτεύξεις 
εἰς τοὺς τομεῖς τῆς ἱστορίας καὶ τῆς ἀρχαιολογίας ἀποτελοῦσιν εὐεργετικώ- 
τατα μέσα σπουδῆς. “Ev τοιοῦτον ἄριστον ἔργον εἶναι καὶ τὸ πρὸ δεκα- 
ετίας περίπου ἐκδοθὲν εἰς τὴν ἀγγλικὴν γλῶσσαν ἔργον τῶν Meer, F. 
van Der καὶ Mohrmann, C., under the title : Atlas of the Early 
Christian ‘World, translated into English ὑπὸΜατν F. Heldlund καὶ 
H. H. Rowley. ‘H συνεργασία τεσσάρων ἐπιστημόνων εἰς τὴν σύνταξιν 
καὶ μετάφρασιν ἐκ τοῦ πρωτοτύπου τοῦ ἔργου τούτου προδίδει τὴν σο- 
βαρότητα τοῦ ἔργου. 

Τὸ ὑπὸ κρίσιν συνεπῶς ἔργον τριῶν ἄλλων δισκεκριμένων ἐργατῶν 
τῆς ἐπιστήμης, τοῦ καθηγητοῦ τῆς Γλώσσης καὶ τῆς Φιλολογίας τῆς Πα- 
λαιᾶς Διαθήκης εἰς τὸ Oberlin College καὶ εἰς τὴν Θεολογικὴν Σχολὴν τοῦ 
Vanderbilt τοῦ Ohio κ. May, τοῦ φύλακος τοῦ Ashmolean Μουσείου 
τῆς ᾿Οξφόρδης καὶ εἰδικοῦ εἰς τὴν ᾿Αρχαιολογίαν τῆς Μέσης ᾿Ανατολῆς κ. 
Robert Hamilton ὡς καὶ τοῦ κ. G. Hunt ἐκ τῶν διευθυντῶν τοῦ Oxford 
University Press ἀποτελεῖ προσφορὰν εὐσυνείδητον, καλῶς διατεταγμένην 
καὶ προσιτὴν εἰς τοὺς ἔχοντας ἀνάγκην αὐτῆς. 

To Oxford University Press ἔχει μακρὰν παράδοσιν els τὰς ἐκ- 
δόσεις τῆς Αγίας Γραφῆς καὶ τῶν Γεωγραφιῶν αὐτῆς, διὰ τοῦτο τὸ ὑπὸ 
κρίσιν ἔργον δέον νὰ θεωρηθῇ ὡς μία ἐκ τῶν ἀρίστων ἐκδόσεων τοῦ εἴ. 


δους τούτου. 
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Χρησιμωτάτη καὶ διαφωτιστικὴ εἶναι ἡ ὑπὸ τοῦ καθηγητοῦ May 
προτασσοµένη εἰσαγωγή, ἥτις θέτει σκηνογραφικῶς ὅλην τὴν ἱστορίαν τῆς 
βιβλικῆς περιόδου μετὰ δύο χρονολογικῶν πινάκων. Τὸ ἑπόμενον κεφάλαιον 
ὑπὸ τοῦ Hamilton ἀναφερόμενον εἰς τὴν ᾿Αρχαιολογίαν καὶ τὴν ᾿Αγίαν 
Γραφὴν εἶναι ἰδιαιτέρως διαφωτιστικόν. Ὁ γεωγραφικὸς σκελετὸς τοῦ ὅλου 
ἔργου περιλαμβάνεται εἰς τὰς σελίδας, αἱ ὁποῖαι καταλαμβάνονται ὑπὸ µε- 
γάλων πινάκων καὶ χαρτῶν͵ οἱ ὁποῖοι συνοδεύονται ὑπὸ ἐπεξηγηματικῶν 
κειμένων, ἱστορικῶν καὶ γεωγραφικῶν, Τὸ ὅλον ἔργον συμπληροῦται διὰ 
τοῦ Γεωγραφικοῦ Λεξικοῦ (Gazetteer) περιλαμβάνοντος τὰς 26 τελευταίας 
σελίδας καὶ ἀναφερομένου ὄχι μόνον εἰς τὰ γεωγραφικὰ ὀνόματα, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
εἰς τὰς ρίζας καὶ τὴν ἐξέλιξιν αὐτῶν. Εἶναι εἶδος γεωγραφικοῦ καὶ ἱστορι- 
κοῦ ὑπομνήματος τῶν ὀνομάτων τῶν τόπων καὶ τῶν πόλεων. Συνεπῶς τὸ 
ἔργον τοῦτο καθίσταται ἀπαραίτητον εἰς πάντα μελετητὴν τῆς Παλαιᾶς 
Διαθήκης. 
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»Ε. BRANDON, The Judgment of the Dead. Weidenfeld 
and Nicolson, London, 1967. 


Ἥ ἰδέα τῆς κρίσεως τῶν νεκρῶν, ὡς αὕτη εὑρίσκεται ἐκπεφρασμέ- 
νη εἰς τὰς διδασκαλίας διαφόρων θρησκειῶν τῆς ἀνθρωπότητος ἀντιπρο- 
σωπεύει τὴν, περὶ τῆς ἀνθρωπίνης φύσεως καὶ τοῦ ἀνθρωπίνου προορι- 
σμοῦ ἀντίληψιν τῶν λαῶν. Ἢ πίστις αὕτη, μολονότι πρωτόγονος, ἀκαλ- 
λιέργητος, ἀνακόλουθος ἐν πολλοῖς πρὸς τὴν ὅλην διαμόρφωσιν αὐτῆς καὶ 
πεπερασμένη, συγκρινομένη πρὸς τὴν Χριστιανικὴν ἀντίληψιν, δὲν παύει 
νὰ διατηρῇ τὴν σπουδαιότητα αὐτῆς ἐξ ἀπόψεως ἀπολογητικῆς ὑπὲρ 
τῆς Χριστιανικῆς πίστεως εἰς τὴν ἀνταπόδοσιν τῶν καλῶν ἔργων τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων (σ. ΙΧ). 

Σκοπὸς τοῦ σ. ἐν τῷ ἔργῳ τούτῳ εἶναι ἡ διαπίστωσις τῶν δια- 
φόρων ἐκδηλώσεων τῆς περὶ κρίσεως τῶν νεκρῶν ἀντιλήψεως ἀπὸ τοὺς 
ἀρχαιοτάτους χρόνους ἕως σήμερον. “Ws ὁ ἴδιος ὁ σ. ὁμολογεῖ, τὸ ἔργον 
τοῦτο ἀποτελεῖ προέκτασιν τοῦ ἐπίσης σπουδαιοτάτου ἔργου αὐτοῦ: 
Man and His Destiny in the Great Religions, Manchester, 1963. 2a 
Ἔκδ. καὶ ἐπιχειρεῖ δι᾽ αὐτοῦ νὰ ἐξακριβώσῃ τὴν σχέσιν τῶν ἠθικῶν πρά- 
ξεον τοῦ ἀνθρώπου πρὸς τὴν ἀντίληψιν, ἣν εἶχεν οὗτος περὶ ἐσχάτων. 
᾿Απὸ τὰς ἀρχαίας θρησκείας τῆς Αἰγύπτου, τῆς Μεσοποταμίας, τῆς ᾿Αρ- 
χαίας Ελλάδος, τῆς Ρωμαϊκῆς ἐποχῆς καὶ ἐκείνας, αἵτινες διατηροῦνται 
μέχρι σήμερον, τὸν Χριστιανισμόν, τὸν ᾿Ιουδαϊσμόν, τὸν ᾿Ισλαμισμόν τὸν 
Ζωροαστρισμόν, τὸν ᾿Ινδουϊσμόν καὶ τὸν Βουδισμὸν ἐν Kiva καὶ ᾿Ιαπωνίᾳ 
ὁ σ. διακρίνει περισσότερον τὴν ἀρχαίαν Αἰγυπτιακὴν θρησκείαν, ἐν τῇ 
ὁποίᾳ τὸ πρῶτον ἐμφανίζεται A ἀντίληψις τῆς μεταθανατίου κρίσεως ὑπὸ 
τὴν πλέον ἐπιμεμελημένην αὐτῆς μορφὴν, κρινομένη αὕτη οὐχὶ ὑπὸ τ. φῶς 
τῆς ἐξελίξεως τῆς ἰδέας αὐτῆς μέχρι τῶν ἡμερῶν ἡμῶν, ἀλλὰ καθ᾽ ἑαυτὴν 
καὶ συγκρινομένη πρὸς τὰς ἐπικρατούσας ἐσχατολογικὰς ἀντιλήψεις ἐν 
ταῖς ἄλλαις θρησκείαις τῆς ἀρχαιότητος. 

Τὸ ἥμισυ τοῦ ἔργου αὐτοῦ ὁ σ. ἀφιερώνει εἰς τὴν περὶ κρίσεως 
διδασκαλίαν τῶν ἀρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων καὶ τῆς Χριστιανικῆς θρησκείας, 
Ἔν τῇ Εἰσαγωγῇ τοῦ ἔργου (σ. 1-5) ἀναφέρεται εἰς ἐκεῖνα τὰ ἐλατήρια, 
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ἅτινα ὡδήγησαν τὸν ἄνθρωπον νὰ μορφώσῃη τὴν ἀντίληψιν τῆς μετὰ θά- 
νατον κρίσεως οὐτοῦ. Τὰς ἀκεφάλους -ἀπεικονίσεις ἐπὶ τῶν βράχων τῆς 
Μινετάντα τῆς ‘lotravias καὶ τὰς ἐσχάτως ἀνακαλυφθείσας τοιαύτας ἐν Τσα- 
τὲλ Χιουγιοὺκ τῆς ᾿Ανατολίας θεωρεῖ ὡς τὰ πρῶτα τεκμήρια τῶν ἐσχατο- 
λογικῶν ἀντιλήψεων τῶν πρωτογόνων ἀνθρώπων. ᾿Απίθανον θεωρεῖ τὸ 
γεγονὸς ὅτι ἡ περὶ κρίσεως μετὰ θάνατον ἀντίληψις τῶν πρωτογόνων εἷ- 
χεν ἠθικὰ ἐλατήρια (σ. 5). 

Κεφ. lov, σ. 6--48, ᾿Αρχαία Αἴγυπτος, ἡ πρώτη ἀντιμετώπισις 
τῆς συνειδήσεως ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. Εἰς ὅλον τὸ κεφάλαιον τοῦτο ὁ σ. 
ἐπιζητεῖ νὰ ἀνεύρῃ τὸ ἰδιάζον ἐκεῖνο στοιχεῖον τοῦ ἀρχαίου Αἰγυπτίου, 
τὸ ὁποῖον ὡδήγησεν αὐτὸν εἰς τὴν ἀντίληψιν τῆς μεταθανατίου κρίσεως 
τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. Τὸ θέμα τὸ ἀναπτύσσει ἱστορικῶς, συγκριτικῶς καὶ συν- 
θετικῶς. 

Ἡ χρῆσις τῶν πηγῶν βσηθοῦν τὸν σ. νὰ ἀκολουθήσῃ τὴν ἐξέλι- 
ξιν, ἣν παρουσίασεν ἡ ἀντίληψις αὕτη διὰ μέσον τῆς μακρᾶς ἱστορίας τῆς 
ἀρχαίας Αἰγύπτου. Τὰς πρώτας μαρτυρίας τοῦ θέματος αὐτοῦ παραλαμ- 
βάνει ἀπὸ τὰ Κείμενα τῶν Πυραμίδων, τὰ ὁποῖα θεωροῦνται ἡ ἀρχαιοτέρα 
γραπτὴ πηγὴ διὰ τὴν σπουδὴν τῆς ζωῆς καὶ τῆς σκέψεως τῶν ἀρχαίων 
Αἰγυπτίων. ᾿Απὸ τὰ Κείμενα τῶν Πυραμίδων διακρίνει δύο διαφορετικὰς 
ἀντιλήψεις περὶ τῆς μεταθανατίου καταστάσεως τοῦ νεκροῦ. Ἢ μὲν μία 
συνδέεται μετὰ τῆς ἡλιακῆς ἀντιλήψεως τῆς μεταθανατίου καταστάσεως καὶ 
μετὰ τοῦ μύθου τοῦ θεοῦ--"Ἡλίου Ρᾶ, καὶ ἡ δημιουργία αὐτῆς ὀφείλεται 
εἰς πολιτικὰ ἐλατήρια, ἡ δὲ ἄλλη συνδέεται μετὰ τοῦ μύθου τοῦ θεοῦ ’O- 
σίριδος. ᾿Αμφότεροι οἱ μῦθοι ἀπετέλεσαν μίαν καθιερωμένην παράδοσιν ἐν 
Αἰγύπτῳ, ἐκπροσωποῦντες δύο διαφορετικὰς ἀντιλήψεις περὶ τῆς μεταθα- 
νατίου κρίσεως τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. 

Βάσει τῶν μαρτυριῶν τῶν Κειμένων τῶν Πυραμίδων ὁ ἑκάστοτε 
βασιλεὺς (Φαραὼ) τῆς Αἰγύπτου ἐθεωρεῖτο ὁ ἐκπρόσωπος καὶ ἡ ἐνσάρκω- 
σις τοῦ θεοῦ P& ἐπὶ τὴς γῆς, 6 συντηρητὴς καὶ ὁ προστάτης τῆς ἐν τῇ 
κοινωνίᾳ τάξεως. “H μετὰ θάνατον ἄνοδος τοῦ βαοιλέως εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν 
ἧτο γεγονὸς ἀποδεικνῦον τὴν θείαν καταγοογὴν αὐτοῦ. Οὐδαμοῦ ἀναφέρε- 
ται ἡ ἰδέα τῆς ἠθικῆς προπαρασκευῆς αὐτοῦ, διότι αὐτὸς ἧτο ἐξ ἐκείνον, 
οἵτινες δὲν ἐτιμοροῦντο καὶ δὲν ἐκρίνοντο ἔνοχοι διὰ ἠθικὰ παραπτώματα 
(Κειμ. Πυρ. 1041-43), ᾿Αλλαχοῦ ὁ βασιλεὺς παρουσιάζεται cos ὑπερα- 
σπιστὴς τῆς ἀθωότητος αὐτοῦ (Κειμ. Πυρ. 892). ᾿Αμφότεραι αἱ μαρτυρίαι 
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δεικνύουν ἀπὸ κοινοῦ τὴν ἀνάγκην τοῦ νεκροῦ νὰ ὑπερασπισθῇ τὴν ἀθωό- 
τητα αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸ ᾿Ανώτατον Δικαστήριον τοῦ κάτω κόσμου. 

Κατὰ τὴν ἀντίληψιν τῶν ἀρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων ἡ πέραν τοῦ τάφου 
ζωὴ ἐθεωρεῖτο βεβαία. ᾿Εκεῖνο τὸ ὁποῖον ἐνδιέφερεν αὐτούς, ἰδιαιτέρως, 
ἧτο τὸ εἶδος τῆς μετὰ ταῦτα ζωῆς καὶ ἡ σχέσις αὐτῆς πρὸς τὴν ποροῦ- 
σαν ζωὴν (σ. 8--9). Ἤδη εἰς τὰ Κείμενα τῶν Πυραμίδων (316B—317a—B) 
ὁ νεκρὸς ζητεῖ τὴν δικαίωσιν αὑτοῦ συμφώνως πρὸς τὰς ἐν τῇ παρούσῃ 
ζωῇ πράξεις αὑτοῦ, ὅπερ σημαίνει ὅτι ἀρχίζει νὰ ἐμφανίζηται παρ᾽ Αἰγυ- 
πτίοις κῶδίξ τις ἀνεγνωρισμένων ἀρετῶν (σ. 9). Τὴν πρώτην εἰκόνα τοῦ 
εἴδους τούτου τῆς κρίσεως παρέχει ὁ ᾿Οσίρειος μῦθος. 

Ὁ Ὄσιρις ἐνώπιον τῆς ὁμηγύρεως τῶν θεῶν τῆς Ἡλιουπόλεως 
λέγει «ἔνοχος εἶναι ὁ Σέθ, 6 Ὄσιρις εἶναι δίκαιο5» (Κειμ. Πυρ. [520α). Ὁ 
νεκρὸς βασιλεὺς ἐταυτίζετο πρὸς τὸν Ὄσιριν καὶ ἠδύνατο νὰ φέρῃ τὸν 
τίτλον τοῦ δεδικαιωμένου ᾿Οσίριδος Μαᾶ Κχεροῦ. ‘O ὅρος Μαᾶτ ἐχρησι- 
μοποιεῖτο εἰς τὴν θέσιν τοῦ ὅρου ἀλήθεια, ἀλλὰ ἐσήμαινε καὶ τὴν τάξιν, 
τὴν δικαιοσύνην καὶ τὸ δίκαιον. Ἦτο ὁ θεμελιώδης νόμος τοῦ σύμπαντος 
συνδεδεμένος ἀπολύτως μετὰ τοῦ θεοῦ Ρᾶ, τοῦ ἄρχοντος τῶν θεῶν, τοῦ 
ὁποίου ὁ υἱὸς ἦτο σεσαρκωμµένος ἐν τῷ προσώπῳ τοῦ Φαραώ. Τὸν ὅρον 
τοῦτον Μαᾶτ ὁ σ. παραλληλίζει πρὸς τὸ ᾿Ινδικὸν Ρτᾶ, τὸ ᾿Ιρακινὸν ᾿Ασιὰ 
καὶ τὸν Ἑλληνικὸν Λόγον, καὶ θεωρεῖ τοῦτον ὡς τὴν ἀρχὴν τῆς κοινωνι- 
κῆς τάξεως, ἐκττροσωπουμένης εἰς τὰς ἐννοίας τῆς δικαιοσύνης, τῆς ἀληθείας 
καὶ τῆς χρηστότητος. ᾿Αντίθετος ἀρχὴ πρὸς τὸν ὅρον Μαᾶτ ἐθεωρεῖτο ἡ 
ἀταξία, τὸ σφάλμα καὶ ἡ ἀδικία. ᾿Ἔφ᾽ ὅσον μεταξὺ τοῦ βασιλέως καὶ τοῦ 
Μαᾶτ ὑπῆρχε στενωτάτη σχέσις, αὐτομάτως ἐδημιουργήθη ἣ ἀντίληψις 
τῶν Αἰγυπτίων, ὅτι ἡ προσβολὴ τῆς κοινωνικῆς τάξεως θὰ εἶχεν ἐπιπτώ- 
σεις εἷς τὴν πέραν τοῦ τάφου ζωήν. Ἔξ αἰτίας τοῦ ἐλατηρίου τούτου ἤρ- 
ξατο ἡ ἐκτίμησις τῶν καλῶν πράξεων ἐκ μέρους τῶν Αἰγυπτίων. ᾿Αλλ’ ὡς 
λέγει ὁ σ. ὅλαι αὐταὶ αἱ ἰδέαι εἶναι ἀσαφεῖς. Δὲν ὑπάρχει ἔνδειξις περὶ 
τοῦ τρόπου τῆς τοιαύτης ἐκτιμήσεως μετὰ θάνατον, τῆς ταυτότητος τῶν 
Κριτῶν καὶ τοῦ εἴδους εἰς περίπτωσιν καταδίκης, Τὸ μόνον τὸ ὁποῖον ἐπι- 
χειρεῖται εἶναι ἕν εἶδος δοκιμαστικῆς πίστεως εἰς τὴν κρίσιν τοῦ νεκροῦ 
μετὰ θάνατον. 

᾿Ακολούθως ὁ σ. ἀναπτύσσει τὴν σημοσίαν τῶν ὅρων Ka, Mra, 
καὶ "Ακχ. Τὸ πρῶτον εἶναι ἓν διπλοῦν ζῶν πρόσωπον, διατηροῦν τὴν 
ζωτικὴν ὕπαρξιν τοῦ νεκροῦ μετὰ θάνατον. Τὸ Μπᾶ θεωρεῖται ὡς μία μυ- 
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στηριώδης ὕπαρξις τῆς Αἰγυπτιακῆς ἀνθρωπολογίως καὶ τό "Axx ἐκφράζει 
τὴν δεδοξασμένην ἀνθρωπίνην ὕπαρξιν μετὰ τὸν θρίαμβον αὐτῆς ἐνώπιον 
τοῦ Δικαστηρίου. 1 

Περὶ τὸ τέλος τῆς Παλαιᾶς Βασιλείας, λέγει, ὁ σ, ἤρχισεν ἡ πα- 
ρακμὴ τοῦ βασιλικοῦ θεσμοῦ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ καὶ αἱ ἐλπίδες τοῦ λαοῦ, ἀντὶ νὰ 
συνδέωνται μετά τοῦ Φαραώ, συνεδέοντο ἀπ᾽ εὐθείας μετὰ τοῦ θεοῦ Ρᾶ, 
“ μετὰ περισσοτέρας ἐμπιστοσύνης, διότι ὁ λαὸς ἀνεγνώριζε τὸν Ρᾶ ὡς ἀ» 
μείβοντα τὰς καλὰς πράξεις μετὰ θάνατον (σ. 17). Ὁ P& ἧτο ἡ ἐνσάρκω- 
σις τῆς ἀληθείας (Μαᾶτ) καὶ ἡ θεμελιώδης ἀρχὴ τῆς τάξεως καὶ τῆς δικαιο- 
σύνης. Οὕτως οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι, διὰ τῆς σχέσεως αὐτῆς, ἣν εἶχον πρὸς τὸν 
θεὸν P&, ἔλυον τὸ πρόβλημα τοῦ πάσχοντος ἀθώου ἐν τῷ παρόντι κόσμῳ. 
Δύο ἀποσπάσματα ἐκ τῶν κειμένων τῶν Πυραμίδων (88-89), ἀναφερόμενα 
εἰς τὴν συμβουλὴν τοῦ Πτὰχ--χοτὲπ πρὸς τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ καὶ τὸ ἕτερον εἰς 
τὴν συμβουλὴν πρὸς τὸν βασιλέα Μερι--κά--ρε ἐκπροσωποῦν τὴν καθιερώ- 
μένην φιλοσοφίαν τῶν ἀρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων περὶ τῆς ζωῆς, ἥτις δὲν περιω- 
ρίζετο εἰς τὸν παρόντα κόσμον. Ἢ διδασκαλία τῶν ἀρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων 
περὶ τῆς θνητότητος τοῦ ἀνθρώπου Kal τῆς διατηρήσεως τῆς ζοοῆς πέραν 
τοῦ τάφου δὲν ἐπέβαλλεν ἀσκητικὰς ὑποχρεώσεις εἰς τοὺς ἀνθρώπους οὔτε 
ὑπεδείκνυε τὴν ἀπόρριψιν τοῦ κόσμου τούτου. Οἱ ἄνθρωποι ἐδικαιοῦντο 
ν᾽ ἀπολαύσουν τῆς ζωῆς τοῦ παρόντος κόσμου, ἔχοντες συνείδησιν, ὅτι ἡ 
συμπεριφορά αὑτῶν ἐν τῷ πᾳρόντι κόσμῳ εἶχε μίαν μετὰ θάνατον σημα- 
σίαν (σ. 19). ᾿Ακολούθως ὁ σ. περιγράφει δύο σκηνὰς κρίσεως (σ. 20-21 
καὶ 28--31), ἑκάστη τῶν ὁποίων ἀπετελεῖτο ἐκ δύο σταδίων. Εἰς τὸ πρῶ- 
τον στάδιον ὁ νεκρὸς ἀντιμετώπιζε τὸν θεόν, ὁ ὁποῖος ὑπετίθετο ὅτι ἐγνώ- 
ριζεν ὅλα περὶ τῆς ζωῆς αὑτοῦ. Εἰς τό δεύτερον στάδιον, ἐνώπιον 42 Κρι- 
τῶν ὁ νεκρὸς παρεῖχεν ἀποδείξεις τῆς ἀθωότητος αὑτοῦ, Αἱ ἀποδείξεις 
αὗται, ἐνίοτε, ἀνεσκεύαζον τὰς πιθανὰς κατηγορίας τοῦ ὑπομνηματιστοῦ 
θεοῦ, εἰς τὸ πρῶτον στάδιον τῆς κρίσεως. Κατὰ τὴν κρίσιν τοῦ σ. τὸ δεύ- 
τερον αὐτὸ στάδιον κρίσεως ἦτο ἐμπορικὴ ἔμπνευσις. ᾿Εκεῖνο τὸ ὁποῖον 
ἔχει σημασίαν ἐξ ὅλης τῆς πορείας τῆς κρίσεως εἶναι, ὅτι δὲν ὑπάρχει σα- 
φὴς μαρτυρία περὶ τοῦ εἴδους τῆς καταδίκης ἐκείνων, οἵτινες δὲν ἀπεδείκνυον 
τὴν ἀθωότητα αὐτῶν ἐνώπιον τοῦ ᾿Ανωτάτου Δικαστηρίου τοῦ κάτω κόσμου, 

Ἔν συνεχείᾳ ὁ σ. εἰσέρχεται εἰς τὸ περιεχόμενον τῶν Κειμένων 
τῶν Τάφων, τὰ ὁποῖα μαρτυροῦν τὴν δημοκρατικοποίησιν τῶν νεκρικῶν 
ἐθίμων καὶ τὴν ἐφαρμογὴν τούτων δι’ ὅλους τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ἀνεξαιρέτως. 
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Εἰς τὰ κείμενα ταῦτα μαρτυρεῖται σαφῶς ἡ καθιέρωσις τοῦ ᾿Οσιρείου μύ- 
Bou, εἰς ὅ,τι ἀφορᾷ εἰς τὴν πέραν τοῦ τάφου κρίσιν τοῦ νεκροῦ (σ. 21). 
Ὃ νεκρὸς δεδικαιοομένος καθίστατο Ὄσιρις καὶ ἐλάμβανε τὸν ἀποδίδοντα 
τὴν ἰδιότητα τοῦ ᾿Οσίριδος τίτλον Μαᾶτ Κχεροῦ ( «φωνὴ τῆς ἀληθείας» ). 

Ὃ ᾿Ὀσίρειος μῦθος περιελάμβανεν ἀρκετὸν μαγικὸν στοιχεῖον, τὸ 
ὁποῖον συνέβαλλεν εἰς τὴν ἀπόδειξιν τῆς ἀθωότητος τοῦ νεκροῦ εἰς τὴν μετα- 
θανάτιον κρίσιν, δι᾽ αὐτὸ καὶ δὲν παρατηρεῖται ἐνίσχυσις τῶν ἠθικῶν 
ἀρχῶν παρ᾽ Αἰγυπτίοις, ἀφ᾽ ὅτου ὁ ᾿Οσίρειος μῦθος ἀντικατέστησε πλήρως 
τὸν μῦθον τοῦ θεοῦ Ρᾶ, ὁπότε διὰ τῶν μαγικῶν μέσων ἐπετυγχάνετο ἡ 
ἀφομοίωσις τοῦ νεκροῦ μετὰ τοῦ ᾿Οσίριδος. 

᾿Ενῷ ὁ μῦθος τοῦ P& καὶ τοῦ ᾿Οσίριδος ἀκολούθως ἐρρύθμιζον ὅλον 
τὸ περιεχόμενον τῆς ζωῆς, μετὰ πλείονος ἐμφάσεως ἐπὶ τῆς πέραν τοῦ τά- 
MOU καταστάσεως αὐτῆς, παρετηρήθη μία κίνησις σκεπτικισμοῦ καὶ κυνι- 
σμοῦ μεταξὺ τῶν ἀρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων. Αἱ ἀντιλήψεις αὐτῶν, περὶ τῆς ἀν- 
θρωπίνης ζωῆς, συναντῶνται εἰς ἐπιγραφὰς ἐπὶ τῶν τάφων αὐτῶν. Εἰς τὰς 
ἐπιγραφὰς αὐτὰς πορατηρεῖται μία ἀντίδρασις πρὸς τὴν καθεστηκυῖαν 
Αἰγυπτιακὴν παράδοσιν. Ἡ ἀντίδρασις αὕτη προήρχετο, μᾶλλον, ἀπὸ μίαν 
ἰσχνὴν μειονότητα, ἥτις οὐδόλως ἐπηρέασε τὰς καθιερωμένας ἀντιλήψεις 
περὶ μεταθανατίου κρίσεως. 

Ἔν συνεχείᾳ ὁ σ, ἀναλύει τὴν διδασκαλίαν τῆς Νεκροβίβλου. Τὸ 
ἔργον τοῦτο παρουσιάζει τὰς ἐσχατολογικὰς ἀντιλήψεις τῶν Αἰγυπτίων 
κατὰ τὴν περίοδον τῆς Νέας Βασιλείας (1580—1090 π. Χ.). Δύο κεφάλαια 
τῆς Νεκροβίβλου (30 καὶ 125) παρέχουν σημαντικὸν ὑλικὸν διὰ τὸ ὑπ᾽ 
ὄψιν θέμα. Τὸ ἓν ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὸν Πάπυρον “Ati (σ. 18--31), ὅστις θεω- 
ρεῖται τὸ ὡραιότερον καὶ πληρέστερον μνημεῖον τῶν περὶ μεταθανατίου 
κρίσεως ἀντιλήψεων τῶν ἀρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων, καὶ τὸ ἕτερον τῶν κεφα- 
λαίων ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὴν ἀρνητικὴν Ὁμολογίαν ( σ. 31-35 ) τοῦ νεκροῦ 
ἐνώπιον τοῦ ᾿Ανωτάτου Δικαστηρίου τοῦ κάτω κόσμου. 

Εἰς τὸ κεφάλαιον τοῦτο ὁ σ. ἐπιδεικνύει βαθεῖαν γνῶσιν τοῦ πη- 
γαίου ὑλικοῦ τῆς Αἰγυπτιακῆς θρησκείας καὶ τῆς βαθμιαίας ἐξελίξεως τῆς 
περὶ μεταθανατίου κρίσεως ἀντιλήψεως τῶν ἀρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων. Τὰ συμ- 
περάσματα αὐτοῦ περιορίζονται κυρίως εἰς τὰς ἐλλείψεις τοῦ ᾿Ὀσιρείου 
μύθου καὶ εἰς τὴν διαφορὰν αὐτοῦ πρὸς τὸν μῦθον τοῦ θεοῦ Pa. Δὲν παρα- 
βλέπει τὸ γεγονὸς τῆς σημασίας τοῦ μετὰ θάνατον ᾿Ανωτάτου Δικαστη- 
ρίου πρὸς τὴν ἠθικὴν κατάρτισιν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐν τῇ παρούσῃ ζωῇ .᾿Ἐπί- 
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σης καταβάλλει ἐπίπονον προσπάθειαν νὰ ρίψῃ φῶς εἰς τὴν τύχην τῶν 
καταδικαζομένων ὑπὸ τοῦ ᾿Ανωτάτου Δικαστηρίου, λόγῳ τῶν ἑλλιπῶν ἢ 
ἀνακολούθων ἢ ἀκόμη διϊσταμένων πληροφοριῶν ἐπὶ τοῦ θέματος τούτου 
(σ. 45-48). 

Κεφ. 2ov, σ. 49-55, Μεσοποταμία. Ἐν τῷ κεφ. τούτῳ ὁ σ. κάμνει 
σύγκρισιν μετοξὺ τοῦ γεωγραφικοῦ περιβάλλοντος τῆς Μεσοποταμίας καὶ 
τῆς Αἰγύπτου, διὰ νὰ δικαιολογήσῃ τὴν διαφορὰν ἀντιλήψεως εἰς τὸ ὑπ᾽ 
ὄψιν θέμα μεταξὺ τῶν δύο λοῶν, οἵτινες, κατὰ τὰ ἄλλα, παρουσιάζουν τὸ 
αὐτὸ ἐνδιαφέρον εἰς τὸν μελετητὴν τοῦ πολιτισμοῦ αὐτῶν. 

Ἡ ὅλη ἀνάπτυξις τοῦ θέματος τοῦ προορισμοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
κατὰ τὰς ἀντιλήψεις τῶν ἀρχαίων Μεσοποταμίων, στηρίζεται εἰς τὰς διη- 
γήσεις τοῦ Ἔπους τοῦ Γκιλγκάμις. Τὸ περιεχόμενον τοῦ Ἔπους τούτου 
ἀναφέρεται els τὰς περὶ ἀνθρωπίνου προορισμοῦ ἀντιλήψεις τῶν Μεσοπο- 
ταμίων. Τὸ ἐξ αὐτοῦ ἐξαγόμενον συμπέρασμα εἶναι, ὃτι θεωρεῖται ματαία 
πᾶσα προσπάθεια τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, ὅπως καταλήξη οὗτος εἰς τὴν πεποίθη- 
σιν τῆς αἰωνιότητός του πέραν τοῦ τάφου. Kat’ αὐτὸ οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι 
δημιουργήματα τῶν θεῶν, διὰ νὰ ἐγείρουν εἰς αὐτοὺς ναοὺς καὶ νὰ τοὺς 
προσφέρουν θυσίας. Τὸ πεσσιμιστικὸν πνεῦμα τῶν Μεσοποταμίων καθί- 
σταται φανερὸν λόγῳ τῆς ἐλλείψεως ἐλπίδων διὰ τὴν πέραν τοῦ τάφου 
κατάστασιν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. Τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦτο ἧτο γενικὸν διὰ ὅλας τὰς 
τόξεις τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἀπὸ τοῦ βασιλέως μέχρι καὶ τοῦ τελευταίου δούλου. 

‘H ἀσαφὴς ἔννοια τῆς πέραν τοῦ τάφου ζωῆς συνδέεται στενώτατα 
μετὰ τῆς ἀντιλήψεως περὶ τῆς φύσεως τοῦ κάτω κόσμου, ἐν τῷ ὁποίῳ ἐ- 
πεκράτει βαθὺ σκότος, πλῆξις, ἔνθα ἀπουσίαζεν ἡ ἐλπὶς τῆς ἐπιστροφῆς 
(Koup—vou—yia «χώρα ἄνευ ἐπιστροφῆς»). "Ev τῇ χώρᾳ ταύτῃ ἅπαντες 
οἱ ἄνθρωποι ἀντιμετώπιζον κοινὴν τύχην. Ἡ ἄποψις αὕτη κατοχυροῦται 
ὑπὸ τῆς ἀλληγορικῆς ἑρμηνείας τῆς καθόδου τῆς θεᾶς ᾿Αστάρτης εἰς τὸν 
κάτω κόσμον. 

Τὸ συμπέρασμα τοῦ συγγραφέως εἶναι, ὅτι ἣ ἀντίληψις τῶν ἀρ- 
χαίων Μεσοποταμίων, περὶ τοῦ ἀνθρωπίνου προορισμοῦ, ἦτο μεταξὺ μιᾶς 
πεσσιμιστικῆς πίστεως καὶ μιᾶς, ἐξ ἐνστίκτον, προσπαθείας νὰ ἐξέλθουν 
οὗτοι τοῦ πνιγηροῦ περιβάλλοντος τῆς ἀβεβαιότητος καὶ τῆς ἀπελπισίας, 
ὅσον ἀφορᾷ εἰς τὴν πέραν τοῦ τάφου ζωήν. Μόλις ἐπιτυγχάνουν νὰ δια- 
μορφώσουν μίαν ἀκαθόριστον ἔννοιαν τῆς πέραν τοῦ τάφου ζωῆς ἐν τῇ 
ὁποίᾳ ἐπικρατεῖ βλοσυρότης, δυστυχία καὶ ἁπληστία. “Επόμενον εἶναι ἡ 
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ἀντίληψις περὶ τῆς μεταθανατίου κρίσεως, ὥς αὕτη ἀἁπαντᾶται παρ᾽ Αἰγυ- 
πτίοις, νὰ ἐλλείπῃ παντελῶς ἐκ τῶν θρησκευτικῶν ἀντιλήψεων τῶν ἀρ. 
χαίων Μεσοποταμίων, ἡ δὲ παροῦσα ζωὴ νὰ λογίζηται ἄνευ ἠθικῆς ση- 
μασίας (σ. 51-52). 

Κεφ. 3ον, σ. 56—75, Ἑβραϊκὴ θρησκεία. Ἔν τῷ κεφ. τούτῳ ὁ σ. 
ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὰς περὶ κρίσεως ἀντιλήψεις τῶν 'Εβραίων. Καὶ εἰς τὸ κεφ. 
τοῦτο ὁ σ. ἐκκινεῖ ἀπὸ τὴν ἀρχὴν τῆς ἐμφανίσεως τῆς ἀντιλήψεως αὐτῆς 
μέχρι τῆς ἐποχῆς τοῦ Κυρίου. Ὁ ἀναγνώστης κατέχεται ὑπὸ τῆς πεποι” 
θήσεως, ὅτι οἱ Ἑβραῖοι ἐστεροῦντο σαφῶν ἀντιλήψεων, περὶ τῆς πέραν 
τοῦ τάφου καταστάσεως τῶν ἀνθρώπων. Ἦσαν τοσοῦτον ἐφήμεροι καὶ 
ἐθνικαὶ αἱ ἐλπίδες τῶν “Εβραίων, ὥστε ὁ Γιαχβὲ εἶχε περιορισθῆ εἰς τὴν 
κρίσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἐν τῇ παρούσῃ ζωῇ καὶ μάλιστα ὑπὸ τὴν μονό- 
πλευρον ἐκτίμησιν τοῦ θέματος τούτου, ὅτι ἡ κρίσις τοῦ Κυρίου θὰ ἐπήρ- 
χετο μόνον κατὰ τῶν ἐχθρῶν τοῦ ᾿Ισραήλ. Οὐδεμίαν σχέσιν ἔχουν ai περὶ 
κρίσεως θρησκευτικαὶ ἀντιλήψεις τῶν 'Εβραίων πρὸς μίαν μεταθανάτιον 
κρίσιν, ἐφ᾽ ὅσον καὶ ἣ πέραν τοῦ τάφου κατάστασις τῶν νεκρῶν δὲν εἶχεν 
ἀκόμη ὡριμάσει παρ᾽ Ἑβραίοις. Θάνατος, παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς, ἐσήμαινε πλήρη 
καταστροφήν, ἀφανισμὸν (σ. 57). Οἱ Ἑβραῖοι ἐπίστευον, ὅτι κατὰ τὸν 
θάνατον ὁ ψυχοφυσικὸς ὀργανισμὸς τοῦ ἀτόμου διελύετο, καὶ ὅ,τι διεσώ- 
ζετο, εἰς ἀόριστον καὶ ἀσαφῆ ἢ ἀπροσδιόριστον κατάστασιν, κατήρχετο 
εἰς τὴν 210A (΄Αδην). Ἢ φύσις τῆς 210A δὲν διέφερεν τῆς Koup—vou—yla 
τῶν Μεσοποταμίων (σ. 58--59, Πρβλ. ᾿Ἠσαΐαν 38, 18-19). Ὁ Άδης ἧτο 
κοινὸς τόπος δι᾽ ὅλους τοὺς νεκροὺς καλοὺς καὶ κακούς, πλουσίους καὶ 
πτωχούς, κυρίους καὶ δούλους. Όλοι κατήρχοντο εἰς τὸν χῶρον αὐτόν, 
ὑποκείμενοι εἰς τὰς αὐτὰς συνθήκας θλίψεως. ᾿Επεκράτει, ὅμως, γενικὴ ἡ 
ἀντίληψις, παρ᾽ ᾿Εβραίοις, ὅτι, μολονότι ἡ Σιὸλ ἧτο δι᾽ ὅλους τοὺς ἀνθρώ- 
πους, οἱ ἐκ τῶν ἐθνικῶν τύραννοι τοῦ ᾿Ισραὴλ ὑπέφερον περισσότερον. Ἔν 
ἄλλοις λόγοις, τὸ μῖσος τῶν 'Εβραίων κατὰ τῶν ἐχθρῶν αὐτῶν προὐκάλεσε 
τὴν διαμόρφωσιν τῆς ἀντιλήψεως τῆς ἀνταποδόσεως μετὰ θάνατον, οὐχὶ 
ὅμως ἐξ αἰτίας προσωτγικῆς ἁμαρτίας, ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ἐθνικῆς ἀδικίας πρὸς τοὺς 
᾿Ισραηλίτας (σ. 59-60). 

Τὴν ταλαιπωρίαν τοῦ δικαίου ὁ σ. ἑρμηνεύει ὡς εἶδος θεοδικίας, 
ὧς συνέβη μέ τὴν περίπτωσιν τοῦ ᾿Ιώβ, καθ’ ἣν οὗτος εὑρέθη ἀντιμέτωπος 
πρὸς τὴν δικαιοσύνην τοῦ Θεοῦ (σ. 61). Τὸ πρόβλημα ὅμως τῆς ἀθωό- 
τητος τοῦ ᾿Ιὥβ, ἐν συνδυασμῷ πρὸς τὰς ταλαιπωρίας αὐτοῦ, δὲν εἶχεν 
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ἐσχατολογικὴν σημασίαν, διότι ὁ ᾿Ιὼβ δὲν ὑπέστη μεταθανάτιον κρί- 
σιν. Ἡ περίπτωσις τοῦ ᾿Ιὼβ συνδέεται. μετὰ τῆς ἀδυναμίας τῆς πίστεως 
εἷς τὸν Γιαχβέ, ἐξ ἧς προέκυψεν ἰσχυρὰ πίστις εἰς τὴν παντοδυναμίαν Αὐ- 
τοῦ καὶ τὴν ἠθικὴν Αὐτοῦ δύναμιν. Οὕτως ἐπεκράτησεν ἡ ἀντίληψις, ὅτι 
ἡ ἐκ τοῦ Θεοῦ ἀμοιβὴ πρὸς τοὺς εὐσεβεῖς συνεδέετο μετὰ τῆς μακροζωΐίας 
καὶ τῆς εὐτυχίας τοῦ δικαίου ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ τούτῳ, ἡ δὲ τιμωρία τῶν ἀδί. 
κων μετὰ τῆς συντόμου ζωῆς καὶ τῆς δυστυχίας αὐτῶν. 

Καὶ ὅταν ἤρχισε νὰ ἐμφανίζηται μία ἐσχατολογικὴ ἀντίληψις με- 
ταξὺ τῶν Ἑβραίων, αὕτη ἀνεδύθη ἐκ τῆς ἐθνικῆς καταστάσεως. Τὴν θέσιν 
ταύτην ὁ σ, στηρίζει εἰς τὸ (lel. 37, 7-10). Ἢ ἀναζωογόνησις τῶν ὀστῶν 
ὁδηγεῖ εἰς τὴν πεποίθησιν τῆς ἀναστάσεως τῶν νεκρῶν καὶ τῆς μεταθανα- 
τίου κρίσεως (σ. 65), μολονότι ἡ ἀλληγορικὴ ἑρμηνεία αὐτοῦ ἀναφέρεται 
εἰς τὴν νεκρὰν κατάστασιν τοῦ ᾿Ισραηλιτικοῦ Ἔθνους. Περισσότερον ζωηρὰ 
καθίσταται ἡ ἀντίληψις τῶν Ἑβραίων εἰς τὴν μεταθανάτιον κρίσιν ἐν τῷ 
Βιβλίῳ τοῦ Δανιὴλ (κεφ. XII, 1-2), ἐν τῷ ὁποίῳ αἱ ἐσχατολογικαὶ ἰδέαι 
ἐκτίθενται κατὰ ἕνα δραματικὸν τόνον. Πρόκειται περὶ τῆς Βίβλου τοῦ Θε- 
οὔ, ἐν ἥ καταγράφονται τὰ ὀνόματα τῶν εὐαρεστησάντων Αὐτόν, ὡς πα- 
ρατηροῦμεν καί εἰς ἀρχαιότερα κείμενα (Ἔξοδος XXXII, 33--Ὑαλμ, LXIX, 28). 
Ἡ καταγραφὴ ὅμως τῶν ὀνομάτων τῶν δικαίων εἰς τὴν Θείαν Βίβλον δὲν 
ὑπονοεῖ θείαν κρίσιν, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον ἐκφράζει τὴν ἔννοιαν μιᾶς θεοκρατικῆς 
κοινότητος (σ. 65). Καὶ ἐὰν ἡ σημασία τῆς θείας Βίβλου, ἐν ἥ τὰ ὀνόματα 
τῶν δικαίων εἰσὶ γεγραμμένα, ὑπονοῆ μίαν μεταθανάτιον κρίσιν, οὐδαμοῦ 
γίνεται λόγος διὰ τὴν τύχην τῶν ἀδίκων, dv τὰ ὀνόματα δὲν εὑρίσκονται 
γεγραμμένα ἐν τῇ Βίβλῳ ταύτη. Δὲν ὑπάρχει λόγος διὰ τὴν διάκρισιν ave 
τῶν, ἐφ᾽ ὅσον ἡ πίστις εἰς τὴν ἀνάστασιν τῶν νεκρῶν περιελάμβανεν ὅ- 
λους τοὺς ἀνθρώπους. 

Τὸ ἀποκαλυπτικὸν ἔργον τῶν προφητῶν σκοπὸν εἶχε νὰ συγκρα- 
τήσῃ τὸ ᾿Ισραηλιτικὸν Ἔθνος ἡνωμένον καὶ ἰσχυρόν, ὡς ἤθελε τοῦτο ὁ 
Γιαχβέ. Αὐτὴ ἦτο ἡ παράδοσις τῆς ἀναμείξεως τοῦ Θεοῦ εἰς τὰ ἐθνικὰ 
προβλήματα τῶν ᾿Ισραηλιτῶν. Συνεπῶς αἱ ἀντιλήψεις τῶν ᾿ἸΙσραηλιτῶν δὲν 
ἀνεφέροντο eis τὴν τύχην τῆς ἀνθρωπότητος, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς τὴν τύχην τῶν Ἕ- 
βραίων. Οἱ ἀνιστάμενοι ἐκ νεκρῶν θὰ ἦσαν of ᾿Ιουδαῖοι. Περὶ τῶν ἐθνικῶν 
οὐδεὶς λόγος γίνεται els τὸ Βιβλίον τοῦ Δανιὴλ. Τὴν ἀντίληψιν ταύτην 
ἐτῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων ὁ σ. χαρακτηρίζει ὡς μυωπικήν, διότι παρουσιάζει τὸν Θεὸν 
νδιαφερόμενον μόνον διὰ τὴν τύχην τῶν ᾿Ισραηλιτῶν. 
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᾿Απὸ τοῦ Β'. π. Χ. αἰῶνος καὶ ἐντεῦθεν αἱ ἐσχατολογικαὶ ἀντιλή- 
eis τῶν Ἑβραίων μετεβλήθησαν ( σ. 68-71) λόγῳ ξένων ἐπιδράσεων 
(Ἐνώχ, ΧΧΙΙ, 3-4). Ἡ Σιὸλ θεωρεῖται τόπος τῶν ψυχῶν, αἵτινες ἀναμέ- 
νουν τὴν θείαν κρίσιν βάσει τῆς ἠθικῆς αὐτῶν καταστάσεως, 

Ὁ σ. καταλήγει: Ἡ ἰδέα τῆς πλήρους κυριαρχίας τοῦ Γιαχβὲ ἐπὶ 
τοῦ ᾿Ισραηλιτικοῦ Ἔθνους ἧτο τοσοῦτον ἰσχυρά, ὥστε ἠμπόδισε τὴν ἀνά- 
πτυξιν μιᾶς ἀποτελεσματικῆς ἀντιλήψεως εἰς τὸ θέμα τῆς προσωπικῆς 
κρίσεως μετὰ θάνατον. Ἡ τελικὴ κρίσις, κατὰ τὴν προέλευσιν καὶ τὴν οὐ- 
σίαν αὐτῆς, ἧτο ἐμπεδωμένη ἐπὶ τῆς ἐθνικῆς καὶ οὐχὶ ἐπὶ τῆς προσωπικῆς 
θρησκείας. 

Κεφ. 4ov, σελ. 76--Θ7, Ἕλληνο--Ρωμαϊκὸς Πολιτισμός. ᾿Εν τῷ κεφ. 
τούτῳ ὁ σ, ἀναπτύσσει τὸ πρόβλημα τῆς κρίσεως τῶν νεκρῶν κατὰ μίαν 
ἀντίληψιν τελείως ἀνεξάρτητον ἀπὸ τὰς θεϊστικὰς πεποιθήσεις. Ἔν ἀρχῇ 
ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὰς ἀντιλήψεις τῶν ἀρχαίων Ἑλλήνων περὶ τοῦ χώρου, ἐν ᾧ 
μετέβαινον αἱ ψυχαί, ἰδιαίτατα τῶν ἡρώων «ἐν μακάρων νήσοισι», ἐν αἷς 
αἱ ψυχαὶ δὲν κατελαμβάνοντο ὑπὸ οἱασδήποτε λύπης. Ὁ σ. ἀναφέρεται 
εἰς τὰ νεκρικὰ ἔθιμα τῶν Κρητῶν, εἰς τὰ ὁποῖα μορτυροῦνται ἀντιλήψεις 
περὶ τῆς μεταθανατίου καταστάσεως τῶν νεκρῶν, συναφεῖς πρὸς ἐκείνας 
τῶν ᾿Αρχαίων Αἰγυπτίων (σ. 77). Τὴν μελέτην αὐτοῦ, ἐπὶ τοῦ προκειμέ- 
νου, στηρίζει ἐπὶ τῶν πληροφοριῶν τῆς σαρκοφάγου τῆς “Aylas Τριάδος 
τῆς νήσου Κρήτης. 

᾿Αναφερόμενος eis τὸν Μυκηναϊκὸν πολιτισμὸν διαπιστώνει προελ. 
ληνικὰς ἀντιλήψεις περὶ τῆς μεταθανατίου ζωῆς τῶν ἀνθρώπων ( σ. 78. 
Καὶ ἐνταῦθα διαπιστώνει Αἰγυπτιακὰς ἐπιδράσεις εἰς τὰς Μυκηναϊκὸς ἀντι- 
λήψεις περὶ τῆς μεταθανατίου κρίσεως. Εἶτα ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὸς ἐπικρατού- 
σας ἀντιλήψεις ἐν τοῖς Ἐλευσινίοις Μυστηρίοις, ἐν ols οἱ μῦσται ἐπετύγ- 
χανον εὐτυχὲς μέλλον εἰς τὴν πέραν τοῦ τάφου ζωὴν (σ. 80). ᾿Ακολούθως 
ἀναλύει τὴν ἐσχατολογικὴν ἀντίληψιν τῶν Ὁμηρικῶν ᾿Επῶν. Αὕτη, κατὰ 
τὸν σ,, δὲν ἦτο διάφορος τῶν ἐσχατολογικῶν ἀντιλήψεων τῶν Μεσοπο- 
ταμίων καὶ τῶν ᾿Ισραηλιτῶν, κατὰ τὴν παλαιὰν ἐποχήν. Διότι ὁ καλὸς καὶ 
ὁ κακός, ὁ πλούσιος καὶ ὁ πένης, ὁ βασιλεὺς καὶ ὁ δοῦλος μετεῖχον τῆς 
σκιῶδους αὐτῆς καταστάσεως εἰς τὸν χῶρον τῶν νεκρῶν, ἐνῷ ἐβασίλευεν 
ὁ Πλούτων καὶ ἡ βασίλισσα σύζυγος αὐτοῦ Περσεφόνη (σ. 81). Περιγρά- 
get τὴν κάθοδον τοῦ ᾽Οδυσσέως εἰς τὸν "Αδην καὶ τὴν συνάντησιν αὐτοῦ 
μετὰ τοῦ μάντεως Τειρεσίου καὶ τοῦ ᾿Αχιλλέως. Εἶτα λέγει ὅτι ἡ διδασκα- 
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λία τοῦ Ὁμήρου περὶ τῆς ἀνθρωπίνης φύσεως καὶ τοῦ προορισμοῦ τοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου ἦτο σαφής: Τὰ σκιώδη καὶ ἀσυνείδητα εἴδωλα τῶν νεκρῶν, ἐ- 
πειδὴ ἦσαν ἀσυνείδητα καὶ ἀνούσια, διετηροῦντο εἰς μίαν κατάστασιν 
οὐδετέραν καὶ ἀπαθῆ ἐν ἀντιθέσει πρὸς τὴν ἰδέαν τῆς μεταθανατίου κρί- 
σεως, τῆς ἀμοιβῆς ἢ τῆς τιμωρίας τῶν νεκρῶν. Τὰ εἴδωλα ἧσαν ἀδιάφορα 
καὶ ἄνευ σημασίας. 

Ἡ διαπίστωσις κρίσεως ὑπὸ τοῦ Μίνωος, εἰς τὸν χῶρον τῶν νε- 
κρῶν, ἀποτελεῖ ἐξαίρεσιν καὶ μᾶλλον ἀνήκει, κατὰ τὸν σ. εἰς προ--ελληνικὴν 
ἀντίληψιν ἢ παρίσταται οὗτος οὐχὶ ὡς κριτής, ὑπὸ τὴν ἐσχατολογικὴν 
ἔννοιαν, ἀλλ᾽ ὥς συνεχίζων ἀσκῶν τὴν βασιλικὴν αὐτοῦ ἐξουσίαν (σ. 84). 
Τὰς ταλαιπωρίας τοῦ Τιτυοῦ, τοῦ Ταντάλου καὶ τοῦ Σισύφου θεωρεῖ ὡς 
ἐξαιρετικὰς περιπτώσεις, διά τινας προσβολάς, τὰς ὁποίας οὗτοι ἐνήργη- 
σαν κατὰ τοῦ Διός, καὶ οὐδεὶς γνωρίζει, διὰ ποῖον λόγον ὁ Ὅμηρος ἐξή- 
ρεσε τὰ τρία αὐτὰ πρόσωπα τῆς γενικῆς ἐσχατολογικῆς ἀντιλήψεως αὖ- 
τοῦ. Κατὰ τὸν Ὅμηρον ἐν τῷ παρόντι κόσμῳ ὑπῆρχε πλήρης καὶ ἀληθὴς 
ζωή, ἐκεῖνο τὸ ὁποῖον διετηρεῖτο πέραν τοῦ τάφου ἧτο Ev ἀρνητικὸν σκιῶ- 
δες πανομοιότυπον τοῦ ζῶντος προσώπου. Ἡ ἀντίληψις αὕτη ἐκφράζεται 
εἰς τὴν φιλολογίαν, τὴν τέχνην καὶ τοὺς ἐπιταφίους. 

;Ακολούθως ὁ σ. ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὰς ἐσχατολογικὰς ἀντιλήψεις τῶν 
᾿Ορφικῶν καὶ τοῦ Πλάτωνος. Οἱ Ὀρφικο--Πυθαγόρειοι δὲν διέβλεπον ἕνα 
μεταθανάτιον προορισμὸν εἰς τὸν ἄνθρωπον, ὁριστικῶς καθωρισμένον, κα- 
τόπιν μιᾶς κρίσεως, λαβούσης χώραν μετὰ θάνατον. ‘O ἀνθρώπινος προ- 
ορισμὸς καθίστατο ἀντιληπτὸς ἐν συναρτήσει πρὸς τὴν προέλευσιν τῆς ἀν- 
θρωπίνης φύσεως. ᾿Εντοῦθα ὁ σ. ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὸν μῦθον τοῦ Διονύσου-- 
Ζαγρέως, καθ᾽ ὃν ἡ μὲν ψυχὴ ἀποδεικνύεται ὥς ἀθάνατος καὶ θείας προ- 
ελεύσεως, τὸ δὲ ὑλικὸν σῶμα εἶναι ἡ φυλακὴ τῆς ψυχῆς καὶ προέρχεται ἐκ 
τῶν Τιτάνων. ᾿Ακολουθεῖ ἡ περὶ προὐπάρξεως τῶν ψυχῶν θεωρία, dos ἐδί- 
δασκον ταύτην ὁ ᾿Εμπεδοκλῆς καὶ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (σ. 89 ἑξ.). 

Τὴν ἔλλειψιν σαφοῦς ἐσχατολογικῆς ἀντιλήψεως παρ᾽ Ἕλλησι καὶ 
Ρωμαίοις ὁ σ. δικαιολογεῖ ἐκ τοῦ γεγονότος, ὅτι παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς δὲν ὑπῆρχεν 
ἰσχυρὰ ἱερατικὴ τάξις, ἐνδιαφερομένη νὰ ἐνισχύσῃ καὶ νὰ διαδώσῃ ὀρθὴν 
ἐσχατολογικὴν πίστιν ὑπὸ ὡρισμένην κατεύθυνσιν. 

Ἔν κατακλεῖδι ὁ σ. ὑπογραμμίζει τὴν σπουδαιότητα τῶν ἐσχατο- 
λογικῶν ἀντιλήψεων τοῦ Ἕλληνο--Ρωμαϊκοῦ κόσμου καὶ τὴν ἐξ αὐτῶν 
μροκληθεῖσαν εὐνοϊκὴν προκατόληψιν τοῦ εἰδωλολατρικοῦ κόσμου εἰς τὴν 
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υἱοθέτησιν καὶ κατανόησιν τῶν Χριστιανικῶν ἐσχατολογικῶν ἀντιλήψεων. 

Κεφ. δον, σελ. 98--135. ‘H Χριστιανικὴ Θρησκεία. Τὸ πρόβλημα 
τῆς σχέσεως τοῦ σώζοντος Θεοῦ πρὸς τὴν Ἑβραϊκὴν ᾿Εσχατολογίαν. Κα- 
τὰ τὸν σ. ἡ Χριστιανικὴ ἀντίληψις περὶ τῆς κρίσεως τῶν νεκρῶν ἀποτε- 
λεῖ βασικὴν διδασκαλίαν τῆς Χριστιανικῆς Θεολογίας. Οὗτος διακρίνει μίαν 
διαφορὰν διδασκαλίας εἰς τὸ θέμα τοῦτο μεταξὺ τῆς Εὐαγγελικῆς διδασκα- 
λίας καὶ τῆς Παυλικῆς Διδασκαλίας. Οἱ Εὐαγ. Μᾶρκος καὶ Ματθαῖος καὶ 
ἣ ᾿Αποκάλυψις τοῦ ᾿Ιωάννου ἐκπροσωποῦν τὰς Χριστιανικὰς ἐσχατολογικὰς 
ἀντιλήψεις συμφώνως πρὸς τὴν διδασκαλίαν τοῦ Χριστοῦ καὶ τῆς Ἑβραῖ- 
κῆς ἀποκαλυπτικῆς πίστως, ὅτι ὁ Θεὸς τελικῶς θὰ ἐξεδικεῖτο τοὺς εἰδωλο- 
λάτρας καταπιεστὰς τοῦ ᾿Ισραήλ. Ὃ ᾿Ιησοῦς διεκήρυξε τὴν ἐπικειμένην 
ἔλευσιν τοῦ γεγονότος τῆς κρίσεως καὶ παρώτρυνε τοὺς συμπολίτας Αὐτοῦ 
᾿Ιουδαίους νὰ προετοιμασθοῦν καταλλήλως. Καὶ μετὰ τόν, δι᾽ αὐτούς, ἀ- 
προσδόκητον θάνατον, οἱ ἀκόλουθοι τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ ᾿[ουδαῖοι συνέχισαν νὰ 
πιστεύουν εἰς τὴν Μεσσιανικότητα Αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀνέμενον τὴν ἐπιστροφὴν 
Αὐτοῦ, ἐν βραχεῖ διαστήματι, διὰ νὰ ἐκπληρώσῃ τὸν Μεσσιανικὸν Αὐτοῦ 
ρόλον, ὅστις διελάμβανε τὴν τιμωρίαν τῶν ἐχθρῶν τοῦ ᾿Ισραὴλ καὶ τὴν 
ἀμοιβὴν τῶν πιστῶν τοῦ Θεοῦ, διὰ τῆς ἀπονομῆς εἰς αὐτοὺς ἀἰωνίας εὐτυχίας. 

Ἔναντι τῆς ᾿Ιουδαιο--Χριστιανικῆς αὐτῆς ἀντιλήψεως ὁ σ. παρα- 
θέτει τὴν Παυλικὴν διδασκαλίαν περὶ κρίσεως, καθ᾽ ἣν ὁ ᾿Απόστολος Παῦ- 
λος, ἀντιθέτως πρὸς τὴν παράδοσιν τῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας τῶν “Ἱεροσολύμων, τὸν 
θάνατον τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ δὲν ἐξέλαβεν cos ἓν ἀτυχὲς γεγονός, τὸ ὁποῖον ἀπροσ- 
δοκήτως καὶ προβληματικῶς διέκοψε τὴν Μεσσιανικὴν πορείαν τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ 
ὡς ἐπρέσβενεν ἡ ᾿Εκκλησία τῶν Ἱεροσολύμων, ἀλλ᾽’ ὡς Ev γεγονὸς περι- 
ληφθὲν εἰς τὸ σχέδιον τοῦ Θεοῦ (σ. 105). ᾽ 

Ὁ ᾿Απόστολος Παῦλος ἀντελήφθη τὴν θέσιν τοῦ ἀνθρωπίνου γέ- 
νους, ὣς ὄντος εἰς μίαν κατάστασιν πνευματικῆς ἀπωλείας, ὀφειλομένης εἰς 
τὴν ἁμαρτίαν τῶν προπατόρων καὶ τὴν συνέχισιν αὐτῆς εἰς τὰς μετέπει- 
τα ἀνθρωπίνους γενεάς. Τὴν ἀπώλειαν ταύτην ἡρμήνευσεν ὡς δουλείαν 
τῆς ἀνθρωπότητος ὑπὸ τὴν κυριαρχίαν τῶν δυνάμεων τοῦ Σατανᾶ ἢ ὧς 
ὑποταγὴν εἰς τὴν ὀργὴν τοῦ Θεοῦ. Ἔφ᾽ ὅσον οἱ ἄνθρωποι δὲν ἠδύναντο 
νὰ ἐξέλθωσιν ἐκ τῆς τρομερᾶς αὐτῆς καταστάσεως, ἐχρειάσθησαν Eva σω- 
τῆρα, δυνάμενον νὰ ἀπολλάξη αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ τὴν ἀπελπιστικὴν αὐτὴν Ka 
τάστασιν. Ὁ σ. ἀναφέρεται εἰς χωρία τοῦ "Am. Παύλου, ἐν οἷς γίνεται 
λόγος περὶ τῶν ἀντιλήψεων τοῦ Arr. Παύλου περὶ τῆς μεταθανατίου κρί - 


— 307 — 


σεως. ᾿Εκεῖνο τὸ ὁποῖον χαρακτηρίζει τὸν συγγραφέα, εἶναι ἡ Προτεσταν- 
τικὴ ἄποψις, ὅτι ὁ ᾿Απ. Παῦλος εἰσηγεῖται τὴν σωτηρίαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
διὰ μόνης τῆς πίστεως εἰς τὸν Χριστὸν καὶ οὐχὶ καὶ διὰ τῆς ἐπετελέσεως 
καλῶν ἔργων, Τὸ σημεῖον τοῦτο ἀποτελεῖ καϑαρὰν προσωπικὴν ἀντίληψιν 
τοῦ σ., ὡς ἱερέως τῆς ᾿Αγγλικανικῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας, δι’ ὃ καὶ τὸ ἐνισχύει διὰ 
μονομερῶν ἐκφράσεων τοῦ ᾿Απ. Παύλου καὶ καταλήγει: Τοῦτο σημαίνει 
ὅτι ὁ Κύριος ἠγγυήθη αἰωνίαν σωτηρίαν eis τοὺς ὀπαδοὺς Αὐτοῦ διὰ τῆς 
ἐπαρκοῦς σωστικῆς ἢ λυτρωτικῆς δυνάμεως, ἥτις προέκυψεν ἐκ τῆς Σταυ- 
ρικῆς Θυσίας Αὐτοῦ (σ. 108). 

Εἶτα ὁ σ. ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὴν ἐσχατολογικὴν διδασκαλίαν τῆς πρὸς 
Ἑβραίους ᾿Επιστολῆς, τῆς διδασκαλίὰας τοῦ Εὐαγγελιστοῦ Λουκᾶ καὶ τοῦ 
Εὐαγγελιστοῦ "Ιωάννου καὶ εἰς τὰς διδασκαλίας τῶν συγγραφέων τῆς Ἕλ- 
ληνικῆς καὶ 'Ἑλληνιστικῆς ἐποχῆς, διὰ νὰ συνδέσῃ αὐτὰς πρὸς τὰς ἐσχα- 
τολογικὰς ἀντιλήψεις ἐνίων ἐκ τῶν ἀποκρύφων ἔργων, ὡς τῶν Πράξεων 
τοῦ Πιλάτου, τῆς ᾿Αποκαλύψεως τοῦ Πέτρου, τῆς “Ἱστορίας τοῦ Τέκτονος 
᾿Ιωσήφ, τῆς Διαθήκης τοῦ ᾿Αβραάμ, ἐπὶ τῷ σκοπῷ νὰ κατευθύνῃ τὴν ἔ- 
ρευναν αὐτοῦ εἰς τὴν ἑρμηνείαν τῆς Χριστιανικῆς Τέχνης, ἥτις, ἐπηρεασμένη 
ἐκ τῶν ᾿Ιουδαϊκῶν, τῶν Χριστιανικῶν, τῶν διδασκαλιῶν τῶν ἀποκρύφων 
ἔργων καὶ ἐνίων ἐκ τῶν ἐθνικῶν πηγῶν, ἐξέφρασε διὰ διαφόρων ἀπεικο- 
νίσεων ἐσχατολογικὰς ἀντιλήψεις. Τὰς ἀπεικονίσεις ταύτος ὁ σ. μετ᾽ ἀπα- 
ραμίλλου δεξιοτεχνίας ἀναλύει καὶ ρίπτει ἄφθονον φῶς εἰς τὴν ἱστορικὴν 
ἐξέλιξιν τῆς περὶ μεταθανατίου κρίσεως ἀντιλήψεως μέσῳ τῆς Χριστιανικῆς 
Τέχνης ἀπὸ τοῦ 4ου μ. Χ. αἰῶνος μέχρι καὶ τοῦ Μιχαὴλ ᾿Αγγέλον. Ἡ 
ἔρευνα τοῦ σ. στηρίζεται, ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πλεῖστον, ἐπὶ τῆς Δυτικῆς Τέχνης, 
ἥτις ἐκπροσωπεῖ τὰς ἐσχατολογικὰς ἀντιλήψεις τῆς Ρωμαιο--Καθολικῆς 
᾿Εκκλησίας. 

Τὰ συμπεράσματα τοῦ σ. διακρίνονται διὰ τὴν ἀμεροληψίαν καὶ 
τὴν ἀπονομὴν δικαιοσύνης εἰς τὸ θέμα τεῦ Καθαρτηρίου Πυρός, Κυριαρ- 
χεῖται ὑφ᾽ ἑνὸς ἀγωνιστικοῦ πνεύματος νὰ διεισδύσῃ περισσότερον εἰς τὴν 
σφαῖραν τοῦ μέλλοντος διὰ τῶν ἁγιογραφικῶν μαρτυριῶν καὶ διὰ λογικῶν 
μεθόδων καὶ κατηγοριῶν, ᾿Ἐκεῖνο τὸ ὁποῖον ἀπουσιάζει ἐκ τοῦ κεφαλαίου 
τούτου εἶναι ἡ Πατερικὴ ἐσχατολογικὴ διδασκαλία, ἥτις μεγάλως θὰ συν- 
ἐβαλλεν εἰς τὴν κατανόησιν τῆς ᾿Ορθοδόξου Χριστιανικῆς ἐσχατολογικῆς 
ἀντιλήψεως, Ἢ μόνη ἀναφορὰ τοῦ σ. εἰς τὴν Πατερικὴν σκέψιν περιορί- 
ζεται εἰς τὰς θέσεις τοῦ ᾿(θριγένους, τοῦ Τερτυλλιανοῦ καὶ τοῦ ‘I. Αὐγου- 
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στίνου. ᾿Αναφέρεται καὶ εἰς μεταγενεστέρους, ὡς els τὸν Λούθηρον, τὸν 
Καλβῖνον, τὸν Οὐίλλιαμ Πέτερσεν καὶ εἰς τὴν ἀνακοίνωσιν τῆς ᾿Επιτροπῆς 
τῶν ᾿Αρχιεπισκόπων Καντέρμπουρυ καὶ Ὑόρκης τὸ ἔτος 1938, 

Ὃ σ. καταλήγει: «Καταλαμβάνει ἡμᾶς πραγματικὴ ταραχὴ ἐκ τῆς 
ἑτοιμότητος, μετὰ τῆς ὁποίας αἱ πρῶται Χριστιανικαὶ γενεαὶ ἐπίστευον, 
ὅτι ἓν μέγα μέρος τοῦ ἀνθρωπίνου γένους θὰ κατεδικάζετο ὁριστικῶς εἰς 
τὴν κόλασιν. Ἡ θέσις αὐτῶν, ὅπως δήποτε, ἦτο λογική, καθ᾽ ὅτι ἡ Χρι- 
στιανικὴ σωτηριολογία ἐδίδασκεν, ὅτι ἡ πίστις εἰς τὸν Χριστὸν ἀπετέλει 
τὴν οὐσίαν διὰ τὴν σωτηρίαν... Τὸ δίλημμα τῆς νεωτέρας Χριστιανικῆς 
Θεολογίας εἶναι νὰ ἀπορρίψῃ τὴν μυθολογίαν τῆς ἀρχαίας ἐσχατολογίας 
καὶ τὴν αὐστηρὰν αὐτῆς ἀποκλειστικότητα, ἥτις διαλαμβάνει τὴν αἰωνίαν 
καταδίκην τῆς πλειονότητος τῶν ἀνθρώπων, νὰ διατηρήσῃ δὲ ἀφ᾽ ἑτέρου 
τὴν εἰς Χριστὸν πίστιν, ὡς τὸν μόνον Σωτῆρα τῶν ἀνθρώπων». 

Κεφ. 6ον, σελ. 136-148, Ἰσλάμ, Κρίσις ἢ ᾿Απόλυτος Προορισμός. 
Τὸ κήρυγμα τοῦ Προφήτου Μωάμεθ ἐσκόπει τὴν ἀφύπνισιν τῶν ἀνθρώ- 
troov, διότι ἐπέκειτο ἡ ἔλευσις τῆς κρίσεως αὐτοῦ ὑπὸ τοῦ Θεοῦ. 

Τὸ ἐνδιαφέρον τοῦ σ. εἰς τὸ ὑπ᾽ ὄψιν θέμα περιεστράφη ἀρχικῶς 
εἰς τὴν διαπίστωσιν τῶν ἐσχατολογικῶν ἀντιλήψεων τῶν ᾿Αραβικῶν φυ- 
λῶν πρὸ τῆς ἐμφανίσεως τοῦ ᾿Ισλάμ. ᾿Εκ τῆς προσπαθείας αὐτοῦ ἐξάγεται 
ὅτι α) «ἡ ζωὴ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ὑπέκειτο εἰς τὴν αἰφνιδίαν καὶ ἀνερμήνευτον 
ἐπέμβοσιν μιᾶς ἀπροσώπου Τύχης. Αἱ δὲ κακοτυχίαι τῶν ἀνθρώπων συν- 
έβαινον ἄνευ ἀποχρῶντος λόγου», καὶ β) ὅτι ἣ ἔννοια τοῦ χρόνου διε- 
δραμάτιζε σημαντικὸν ρόλον εἰς τὴν ζωὴν τῶν ᾿Αράβων. Τὸ δεύτερον αὐ- 
τὸ στοιχεῖον θεωρεῖ ὡς ἐπίδρασιν τῆς περὶ Ζερβῶν ᾿Ιρανικῆς ἀντιλήψεως, 
ἀσκηθεῖσαν κατὰ τὴν περίοδον τῆς κυριαρχίας τῶν Περσῶν (σ. 137). 

Αἱ ἐσχατολογικαὶ ἀντιλήψεις τοῦ Μωάμεθ προβάλλουν ὡς ἓν μεῖγ- 
μα ᾿ουδαϊκῶν, Χριστιανικῶν καὶ λαϊκῶν ἀντιλήψεων τῆς περιοχῆς, εἰς 
τὴν ὁποίαν ἔζησεν 6 Προφήτης. ᾿Αρχικὸς σκοπὸς τοῦ Μωάμεθ δὲν ἧτο ἡ 
ἀνάπτυξις τοιούτου εἴδους διδασκαλίας, ἀλλά, προκειμένου νὰ ἐπιτύχῃ 
τὴν συνδιαλλαγὴν τῶν πατριωτῶν του μεθ’ ἑαυτοῦ, κατέφυγεν εἰς ἀπειλὰς 
ἐναντίον αὐτῶν, ὅτι τοὺς ἀνέμενεν ἡ αὐστηρὰ κρίσις τοῦ ᾿Αλλάχ, τοῦ ὁ- 
ποίου διεκήρυσσεν ἑαυτὸν ὡς Προφήτην (σ. 140). Εἶτα ὁ σ. πάροθέτει 
χωρία ἐκ τοῦ Κορανίου, εἰς τὰ ὁποῖα ἐκφράζονται ἐσχατολογικαὶ ἀντιλή- 
Wels, μαρτυροῦσαι ᾿Ιουδαιο--Χριστιανικὴν ἐπίδρασιν καὶ φαταλιστικὰς 
᾿Ισλαμικὰς πεποιθήσεις. ᾿Ακολούθως λέγει, ὅτι ἣ ἀναμονὴ τῆς κρίσεως ἔπη- 


— 909 — 


ρέασε σημαντικῶς τὴν ζωὴν τῶν Μουσουλμάνων εἰς ὅλους τοὺς αἰῶνας. 
Πλεῖστα τῶν νεκρικῶν Μουσουλμανικῶν ἐθίμων καὶ ἀντιλήψεις περὶ τῆς 
μεταθανατίου ζωῆς τῶν ἀνθρώπων προδίδουν Χριστιανικὴν ἐπίδρασιν, ὡς 
ἡ μεσιτεία τῶν ἁγίων ὑπὲρ τῶν νεκρῶν, ἡ ἐπίσκεψις εἰς τὰ κοιμητήρια καὶ 
αἱ ἐπιγραφαὶ ἐπὶ τῶν τάφων, αἵτινες ἀποτελοῦν δεήσεις πρὸς τὸν Θεόν, 
ὅπως ἐκδηλώσῃ τὴν ἐπιείκειαν Αὐτοῦ ὑπὲρ τῶν νεκρῶν. 

Ὁ σ. τονίζει, τὸ γεγονὸς τῆς πίστεως τῶν Μουσουλμάνων, ὅτι ὁ 
ἄνθρωπος σώζεται μόνον διὰ τῆς εἰς τὸν Θεὸν πίστεως οὐχὶ καὶ διὰ τῆς 
ἐπιτελέσεως καλῶν ἔργων. Δὲν θεωρεῖ τὴν σημασίαν τῶν καλῶν ἔργων os 
ἄσχετον πρὸς τὴν συμπεριφορὰν τοῦ πιστοῦ τοῦ ᾿Αλλάχ, ἀλλ᾽ ἀποκλείει 
ταῦτα τῶν πρὸς σωτηρίαν τοῦ ἀνθρώπον συντελούντων μέσων. 

Ὅσον ἀφορᾷ εἰς τὴν φύσιν τῶν ἀμοιβῶν τῶν σωζομένων ὁ σ. 
παραθέτει χωρία ἐκ τοῦ Κορανίου, ἀναφερόμενα eis τὰς περὶ Παραδείσου 
καὶ Κολάσεως ὑλιστικὰς ἀντιλήψεις τῶν Μουσουλμάνων. 

Κεφ. 7ον, σελ. 149--164, ]ράν. Ἡ ἀνάμιξις τῆς ἠθικῆς τοῦ ἀν- 
θρώπου εἰς ἕνα κοσμικὸν ἀγῶνα. Ὁ σ. διακρίνει τὸν προορισμὸν τοῦ ἀν- 
θρώπου ἀναδυόμενον ἐκ τοῦ ἀγῶνος τῶν δύο δυνάμεων τοῦ καλοῦ καὶ τοῦ 
κακοῦ, aitives κυριαρχοῦν εἰς τὴν Περσικὴν Θρησκείαν, ἀπὸ τῆς ἐποχῆς 
τοῦ Ζωροάστρου ἕως σήμερον. Τὰς περὶ δυαδισμοῦ Περσικὰς ἀντιλήψεις ὁ 
σ. ζητεῖ νὰ τὰς συνδέσῃ μετὰ τῆς διδασκαλίας τῆς Ρίγκα--Βέντα τῶν ᾿Ἴν- 
δῶν, ἐφ᾽ ὅσον ἡ θρησκευτικὴ συλλογὴ Γκάθας δὲν παρέχει τοιαύτας πλη- 
ροφορίας περὶ καλοῦ καὶ κακοῦ. Ταυτίζει τὸν Ζωροάστρην πρὸς τὴν ᾿Ινδι- 
κὴν θεότητα Βαροῦνα, ὡς ὕστερον, τοιαύτη ταύτισις, ἐπετεύχθη μεταξὺ 
Μίθρα καὶ Βαροῦνα. 

Ὃ Ζωροάστρης ἐδίδασκε τὴν μετὰ θάνατον ἀνταπόδοσιν τῶν κα- 
λῶν ἔργων. Σημαντικὸν ρόλον εἰς τὴν ἀντίληψιν αὐτὴν διεδραμάτιζεν ἡ 
ἔννοια τῆς Γεφύρας, ἥτις ἐσκόπει τὴν δοκιμὴν τῆς πρὸς τὸν ᾿Αχοῦρα Μαζ- 
δᾶ πίστεως τοῦ πιστοῦ. Τὴν σημασίαν τῆς γεφύρας ὁ σ. ἀνέλυσεν ἐκτενέ- 
στατα καὶ ἡρμήνευσε τὸν σκοπὸν οὐτῆς, τῇ βοηθείᾳ τῶν συμπερασμάτων 
τοῦ Καθηγητοῦ Ρ. Σ. Ζέχνερ, ὅστις, ἐπὶ τοῦ προκειμένου, λέγει, ὅτι μία 
παλαιοτέρα θεότης, ὀνομαζομένη Ρασνοῦ, συνεδέετο μετὰ τῆς σημασίας τῆς 
διαχωριστικῆς αὐτῆς γεφύρας, πρὸ τῆς συνδέσεως αὐτῆς μετὰ τοῦ ὀνόμα- 
τος τοῦ ᾿Αχοῦρα Μαζδᾶ. Ἡ σχέσις τῆς γεφύρας αὐτῆς πρὸς τὴν προθα- 
νάτιον καὶ μεταθανάτιον κατάστασιν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου εἶναι ἐμφανὴς καὶ ὅτι 
αὕτη ἀποκαλύπτει τὴν ἀντίληψιν τοῦ Ζωροάστρου, ὅστις, ἐδίδασκε περὶ 
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τῆς μελλούσης ζωῆς, ὅτι ἧτο μία συνέχεια τῆς παρούσης ζωῆς. 

ὍὋ Ζωροάστρης παρεδέχετο δύο στάδια κρίσεως τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, ἐξ 
ὧν τὸ πρῶτον ἀμέσως μετὰ τὸν θάνατον καὶ ἀπέβλεπεν εἰς τὴν ἠθικὴν 
βελτίωσιν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου καὶ τὴν ἱκανοποίησιν τοῦ θεοῦ ᾿Ὀρμούζδ, τὸ δὲ 
δεύτερον στάδιον ἠκολούθει κατὰ τὴν ἀνάστασιν τῶν νεκρῶν. Τὸ πρῶτον 
στάδιον κρίσεως ὁ σ. συνδέει πρὸς τὰς ἀντιλήψεις τῆς Ρωμαιο--Καθολικῆς 
᾿Εκκλησίας περὶ Κοθαρτηρίου Πυρός. 

Ἔν κατακλεῖδι ὁ σ. τείνει νὰ ὑποστηρίξῃ ὅτι ὁ δυαδισμὸς τοῦ Ζω- 
ροαστρισμοῦ δὲν ἦτο ἀπόλυτος, ἐφ᾽ ὅσον τελικῶς al δυνάμεις τοῦ καλοῦ 
ἐκυριάρχουν καὶ τὸ κακὸν ἐξεμηδενίζετο. 

Κεφ. δον, σελ. 165--176. ᾿Ινδουϊσμὸς--Βουδισμός. Τὸ Κάρμα ὡς ἐν 
εἶδος κρίσεως. ᾿Αμφότεραι αἱ θρησκεῖαι κηρύσσουν, ὅτι ἡ παροῦσα ζωὴ 
τοῦ ἀνθρώπου εἶναι μία ἐκ τῶν ἀναριθμήτων σειρῶν τῆς ζωῆς τοῦ πορελ- 
θόντος καὶ ἐκείνων, αἵτινες θὰ ἔλθουν. 'Ἐπίσης ἡ παροῦσα ζωὴ τοῦ ἀνθρώ- 
που κατευθύνεται ἐκ τῆς συμπεριφορᾶς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου κατὰ τὰς προῦπάρ- 
ξεις αὐτοῦ. ᾿Ακολούθως ὁ σ. ἀναλύει τὴν σημασίαν τοῦ Σαμσάρα δηλ. τὴν 
ἀδιάλειπτον μετεµμψύχωσιν, ὡς μίαν τελείως διάφορον ἀντίληψιν ἀπὸ ἐκεί- 
νας, τὰς ὁποίας ὁ σ. ἀνέπτυξεν εἷς τὰ πρόσθεν κεφάλαια ᾿Ἐξαίρεσιν ἀπε- 
τέλεσαν αἱ ᾿Ὀρφικο--Πυθαγόρειοι ἀντιλήψεις, τὰς ὁποίας ὁ σ. ἐχαρακτήρι- 
σεν ws ἐπηρεασμὲνας ὑπὸ τῶν ᾿Ινδικῶν θρησκευτικῶν πεποιθήσεων, περὶ 
μετεμψυχώσεως. "Ev συνεχείᾳ ἀναλύει τὰς θρησκευτικὰς παραδόσεις τῶν 
᾿Ινδουϊστῶν καὶ τῶν Βουδδιστῶν εἰς τὸ ὑπ᾽ ὄψιν θέμα καὶ καταλήγει εἰς 
μίαν σύγκρισιν μεταξὺ ᾿Ιουδαϊσμοῦ, Χριστιανισμοῦ, ᾿Ισλαμισμοῦ, τῶν θρη- 
σκειδν τῆς Αἰγύπτου καὶ τοῦ ᾿]ρὰν ἀφ᾽ ἑνὸς καὶ τοῦ ᾿Ινδουϊσμοῦ καὶ Βουδ- 
δισμοῦ ἀφ᾽ ἑτέρου. Kat’ αὐτὸν ἡ διαπίστωσις τῆς διαφορᾶς τοῦ ᾿Ινδουϊ- 
σμοῦ--Βουδδισμοῦ εἶναι βασικῶς διάφορος, διὰ τὸν λόγον, ὅτι τὰ θρησκεύ- 
pata ταῦτα στηρίζονται ἐφ᾽ ἑνὸς κυκλικοῦ τύπου κοσμοθεωρίας, ἤτοι θεω- 
ροῦν τὴν παροῦσαν ζωὴν ὡς μίαν ἐκ τῶν ἀπείρων σειρῶν αὐτῆς. Τὰ θρη- 
σκεύματα ταῦτα, μολονότι κηρύσσουν πίστιν εἰς θεούς, θεωροῦν τὸν προ- 
ορισμὸν ἑνὸς ἑκάστου τῶν ἀνθρώπων θέμα προσωπικῆς πορείας καὶ ἀνεξάρ- 
τητον οἱασδήποτε θείας ἐπεμβάσεως. Ἡ πορεία αὕτη, γνωστὴ ὡς Κάρμα, 
ἀποτελεῖ μίαν ἀτελεύτητον κρίσιν, ἥτις ἐνεργεῖται ἀληθῶς εἰς πᾶν πρόσω- 
πον. "Αν καὶ δὲν δύναται νὰ λογισθῇ ὡς «κρίσις τῶν νεκρῶν», ὑφ᾽ ἣν 
ἔννοιαν λαμβάνεται ὁ ὅρος «κρίσις» διὰ τὰς ἄλλας θρησκείας, δύναται τὸ 
Κάρμα νὰ ἑρμηνευθῇ os ἀνταποκρινόμενον πρὸς τὸν ὅρον τοῦτον, τοὐλά- 


ett 


χιστον, διὰ μίαν μόνον τῶν ἐνσαρκώσεων. Μία τοιαύτη ἀντίληψις, περὶ 
ἀνταποδόσεως, ἀποκλείει τὴν ἄποψιν τῆς ταλαιπωρίας τοῦ δικαίου, ἐφ᾽ 
ὅσον παρέχεται ἡ εὐκαιρία βελτιώσεως τῆς ἠθικῆς καταστάσεως τοῦ ἀν- 
θρώπου εἰς τὴν ἑπομένην ζωήν, μέχρις ὅτου ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐπιτύχῃ νὰ εἰ- 
σέλθη εἰς τὴν κατάστασιν τον Μόκσια ἢ τοῦ Νιρβάνα, ὁπότε σταματᾷ ὁ 
κύκλος τῶν μετεμψυχώσεων. 

Κεφ. θον, σελ. 178-188. Κίνα. Ἢ κρίσις τῶν νεκρῶν, ὠργανωμένη 
ὑπὸ γραφειοκρατικὸν τύπον. Ὁ σ. ἀρχίζει ἀπὸ τὰ πρῶτα ἴχνη τῶν θρη- 
σκευτικῶν ἐσχατολογικῶν ἀντιλήψεων τῶν Κινέζων. Μέχρι τῆς ἐμφανίσεως 
τοῦ Βουδδισμοῦ αἱ ἐπὶ τοῦ θέματος τούτου ἀντιλήψεις τῶν Κινέζων εἶναι 
λίαν σκοτειναί. ᾿Επιστεύετο ὅτι ἓν μέρος τοῦ ἀτόμου διετηρεῖτο μετὰ τὸν 
θάνατον. 

Ἡ περὶ τοῦ προορισμοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἀ»τίληψις τῶν Κινέζων 
ἐξάγεται ἐκ τῆς πρὸς τοὺς προγόνους λατρείας αὐτῶν. Οἱ Κινέζοι ἐν ἀντι- 
θέσει πρὸς τοὺς λοιποὺς λαοὺς δὲν διέκρινον τὸν ἄνθρωπον τοῦ λοιποῦ 
κόσμου, ἀλλὰ συνέδεον τὸν σκοπὸν τοῦ κόσμου μετὰ τοῦ σκοποῦ τοῦ ἀν- 
θρώπου, τὴν δὲ ἀνθρωπίνην φύσιν ἐθβαώρουν προϊὸν τῆς ἐναντιοδρομίας 
τῶν δύο ἀρχῶν Γὶν καὶ Γιάγκ. Τὸ οἰκογενειακὸν Ταμεῖον ἐθεωρεῖτο αἰώνιον 
καὶ ἔχον τὸ αὐτὸ τέλος πρὸς τὴν γῆν (Conterminus). Εἰς τὸ κεφάλ. 
τοῦτο ὁ σ. ἀναπτύσσει σχεδὸν ὅλα ὅσα ἀναφέρει εἰς τὸ ἔργον αὐτοῦ, τὸ 
ὁποῖον ἐσημειώσαμεν ἐν ἀρχῇ τῆς παρούσης κριτικῆς ἀναλύσεως. Καὶ κα- 
ταλήγει εἰς τὸ συμπέρασμα, ὅτι ἡ Κινεζικὴ ἀντίληψις περὶ τῆς Kploeas τῶν 
νεκρῶν ἀνήκει εἷς τὴν κατηγορίαν τῶν ἀντιλήψεων ἐκείνων, αἴτινες θεώ- 
ροῦν τὴν ἀνθρωπίνην ζωήν, ὡς μίαν πορείαν ἄσχετον πρὸς τὸν ἔλεγχον 
καὶ τὸν σκοπὸν ἑνὸς προσωπικοῦ θεοῦ. Δὲν διαλαμβάνει ἀντιλήψεις περὶ 
τοῦ κακοῦ ἢ τῆς δοκιμασίας τοῦ δικαίου, αἵτινες ἀπαιτοῦν τὴν πρόνοιαν 
ἑνὸς ᾿Ανωτάτου προσωπικοῦ Θεοῦ. Ἡ ἔννοια τῆς μεταθανατίου κρίσεως 
στηρίζεται ἐφ᾽ ἑνὸς συστήματος γραφειοκρατικοῦ τύπου τῆς αὐτοκρατορι- 
κῆς κυβερνήσεως τῆς Κίνας͵ “Ws ὁ Αὐτοκράτωρ ἐθεωρεῖτο ἡ μεμακρυσμένη 
πηγὴ ὅλης τῆς ἐξουσίας, τῆς ὁποίας ὁ πολίτης μικρὰν γνῶσιν εἶχεν μέσῳ 
τῶν διαφόρων ἐπισήμων, καθ’ ὅμοιον τρόπον ὁ Αὐτοκράτωρ ἠδύνατο νὰ 
ἐπηρεάσῃ αὐτὸν διὰ τῶν κυβερνητῶν, οἵτινες ἐξουσίαζον εἰς τὸν κάτω κό- 
σμον. Ἢ μόνη ἐλπὶς τοῦ Κινέζου ἦσαν οἱ διάφοροι σωτῆρες τύπου Μπο- 
τισάτβας, οἵτινες οὐδεμίαν θέσιν εἶχον εἰς τὸ ὅλον σύστημα. 

Κεφ. ]0ον, σελ, 189..192, Ιαπωνία. Ἡ ἀντίληψις τῆς κρίσεως ἐκ 
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μιᾶς εἰσαχθείσης ἐσχατολογίας. Ὃ σ. ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὰς ἐπιδράσεις, τὰς 
ὁποίας ἡ Ιαπωνία ὑπέστη ἐκ τῆς Κίνας καὶ τῆς Κορέας. Παρὰ τὸ γεγονὸς 
τοῦτο διαπιστώνει καθαρὰς ᾿Ιαπωνικὰς ἀντιλήψεις εἰς τὸ ὑπ᾽ ὄψιν θέμα, 
Αὗται ἀναφέρονται εἰς τὴν γενεαλογίαν τῶν θεῶν, αἴτινες, κατά τι, ὑπ- 
ενθυμίζουν τὸν μῦθον τοῦ ᾿Ορφέως μετὰ τῆς Εὐρυδίκης καὶ τοῦ Πλούτωνος 
μετὰ τῆς Περσεφόνης. Ὃ ᾿]απωνικὸς μῦθος ἔχει σημασίαν, διότι ἀποκαλύ- 
πτει τόν πρωταρχικὸν φόβον τῶν ᾿Ιαπώνων πρὸς τὸν θάνατον πρὸ τῆς 
ἐμφανίσεως τοῦ Σιντοϊσμοῦ. Ὁ Σιντοϊσμὸς δὲν διαλαμβάνει ἀντιλήψεις πε- 
pi μεταθανατίου κρίσεως. Τοὐναντίον πρὸ αὐτοῦ οἱ ᾿Ιάττωνες ἐπίστευον εἰς 
τὴν συνέχειαν τῆς παρούσης ζωῆς πέραν τοῦ τάφου. Ἡ εἴσοδος, ὅμως, 
τοῦ Βουδδισμοῦ εἰς τὴν ᾿Ιαπωνίαν ἐδημιούργησεν ἀντιλήψεις παρομοίας 
πρὸς ἐκείνας τὰς ὁποίας ἀνέπτυξεν ὁ σ. εἰς τὸ περὶ ᾿Ινδουϊσμοῦ -- Βουδδι- 
σμοῦ κεφάλαιον. 

᾿Ἐπίλογος, σελ. 193--196, Σημειώσεις, σελ. 197--252. Βιβλιογραφία, 
σελ. 253-273. Εὑρετήριον πηγῶν, ὀνομάτων kal θεμάτων σελ. 275-300. 

Τὸ ἔργον τοῦ Καθηγητοῦ Σ. Γ. Φ. Μπράντον δύναται νὰ θεω- 
ρηθῇ τὸ τελειότερον εἰς τὸ εἶδος αὐτοῦ. ᾿Αποτελεῖ συμβολὴν εἰς ἓν ἐκ τῶν 
σπουδαιοτέρων θεμάτων, ὡς εἶναι ἡ περὶ ἐσχάτων ἀντίληψις εἰς τὰς δια- 
φόρους θρησκείας. "Αρχεται ἐκ τῶν προϊστορικῶν χρόνων καὶ ἐξικνεῖται 
μέχρι τοῦ αἰῶνος ἡμῶν. Αἱ πληροφορίαι αὐτοῦ προέρχονται ἐκ τῶν κυρί- 
wv πηγῶν ἑκάστης θρησκείας. Παντοῦ μαρτυρεῖται ἡ συγκριτικἠὴ μέθοδος, 
ἡ αὐστηρὰ κρίσις καὶ ἡ προσπάθεια πρὸς νέας διαπιστώσεις. Αὐτὰ εἶναι 
τὰ κύρια γνωρίσματα τῆς σοβαρᾶς καὶ ἐπιστημονικῆς αὐτῆς ἐρεύνης. Ἴδι- 
αίτατα αἱ θρησκεῖᾳι τῶν Μεσογειακῶν λαῶν εὑρίσκουν εἰς τὸ πρόσωπον 


τοῦ Καθηγητοῦ Μπράντον τὸν καλλίτερον μέχρι τοῦδε ἑρμηνευτὴν αὐτῶν. 
ΠΑΝΑΓΙΩΤΗΣ Γ. ΦΟΥΓΙΑΣ 


Κοπενχάγη, Μάρτιος 1969 
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ARNOLD EHRHARDT: The Beginning. A study in the Greek philo- 
sophical approach to the concept of Creation from Anaximander 
to St. John. Manchester University Press. 1968. XIV + 212. 


Τὸ ὑπὸ τὸν ἀνωτέρω τίτλον ἔργον τοῦ ἀειμνήστου A. Ε. εἶναι 
μέρος τῶν “Ὠππηίης Lectures,,, τὰς ὁποίας ἔδωκεν εἰς τὸ Πανεπιστήμιον τοῦ 
᾿Εδιμβούργόου τὸ ἔτος 1962. 

Ὁ σ. ἐγεννήθη τὸ ἔτος 1903 εἰς τὴν Καινιξβέργην τῆς Πρωσσίας 
καὶ ἐσπούδασε Ρωμαϊκὸν Δίκαιον εἰς τὰ Πανεπιστήμια ᾿Ερλάγγεν, Βόννης, 
Βερολίνου καὶ Καινιξβέργης ὑπὸ δυσμενεῖς συνθήκας. ᾿Αρχικῶς διωρίσθη 
βοηθὸς Ὑφηγητὴς τοῦ Ρωμαϊκοῦ Δικαίου eis τὸ Πανεπιστήμιον τῆς Γοτ- 
τίγγης (1928). ᾿Αργότερον διωρίσθη Ὑφηγητὴς τοῦ Ρωμαϊκοῦ Δικαίου εἰς 
τὸ Πανεπιστήμιον τοῦ Φράϊμπουργ (1929) καὶ τὸ ἔτος 1932 ἀνέλαβε τὴν 
ἔδραν τοῦ Ρωμαϊκοῦ Δικαίου εἰς τὸ Πανεπιστήμιον τῆς Φρογκφούρτης. Τὸ 
1934-5 προσεκλήθη ὑπὸ τοῦ Πανεπιστημίου τῆς Λωζάννης ὡς καθηγητὴς 
τοῦ Ρωμαϊκοῦ Δικαίου, ἀλλὰ μετὰ ἓν ἔτος διετάχθη ὑπὸ τῶν Χιτλερικῶν 
ἀρχῶν ἡ παῦσις αὐτοῦ, λόγῳ τῆς ἑβραϊκῆς καταγωγῆς τῆς μητρὸς αὐτοῦ. 

Ἔκ Φραγκφούρτης ὁ σ. καὶ ἡ οἰκογένεια αὐτοῦ μετέβησαν εἰς τὴν 
Βασιλείαν, ἔνθα οὗτος ἐμαθήτευσε παρὰ τῷ Κὰρλ Μπάρθ. Ἡ σπουδὴ τῆς 
Θεολογίας διὰ τὸν σ. δὲν ἦτο ἁπλοῦν ἢ τυχαῖον γεγονός. Πρὸ πολλοῦ 
εἶχον δημιουργηθῆ προβλήματα εἰς τὴν συνείδησιν αὑτοῦ, συναφῆ πρὸς 
τὸ Δίκαιον καὶ τὴν Θεολογίαν, καὶ ἐπεθύμει νὰ δώσῃ καθαρὸς ἀπαντήσεις 
εἰς τοὺς φίλους αὑτοῦ, οἵτινες πολλάκις τοῦ ἐζήτουν τὴν γνώμην, ἰδίᾳ κα- 
τὰ τὴν Χιτλερικὴν ἐποχήν, ὅτε ἡ ἔννοια τοῦ Γερμανικοῦ Δικαίου εἶχε δια- 
σεισθῆ σημαντικῶς. 

Ἔν Βασιλείᾳ ὁ σ. δὲν εὗρε τὴν ἡσυχίαν τὴν ὁποίαν ἐπεζήτησε, 
διότι καὶ ἐκεῖ ἐδίωξαν αὐτὸν αἱ Γερμανικαὶ ᾿Αρχαί. Τῇ βοηθείᾳ τοῦ “Ay- 
γλον ἐπισκόπου τοῦ Τσίτσεστερ Γ. Μπἑλλ, ἔφθασεν εἰς ᾿Αγγλίαν. ᾿Απὸ 
τοῦ 1940 μέχρι τοῦ 1944 ἐσπούδασε Θεολογίαν εἰς τὸ Πανεπιστήμιον τοῦ 
Καίϊμπριτζ, λαβὼν τὸ Διδακτορικὸν Δίπλωμα τῆς Φιλοσοφίας ἐν τῇ Θεο- 
λογίᾳ. Κατὰ τὴν ἐν Καίΐμπριτζ διατριβὴν αὐτοῦ προσῆλθεν εἰς τὴν ᾿Αγ- 
γλικανικὴν ᾿Εκκλησίαν καὶ ἐχειροτονήθη ἱερεύς. 
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"Ἔκτοτε ὁ σ. ἔζησε τὸν ὑπόλοιπον βίον αὐτοῦ ἐν Μάντσεστερ, os 
ἐφημέριος καὶ Ὑφηγητὴς τῆς ᾿Αρχαίας ᾿Εκκλησιαστικῆς ‘lotop fas εἰς τὸ Exe 
Πανεπιστήμιον μέχρι τοῦ θανάτου αὐτοῦ, συμβάντος τὴν 18nv Μαρτίου 
τοῦ 1965. 

Συνδυάζων τὴν Γερμανικὴν ἐπιστημονικὴν ἐργατικότητα καὶ τὴν 
ἀγγλικὴν ἐπιστημονικὴν εὐσυνειδησίαν ὁ σ. ἔγινε βαθὺς θεολόγος. Τοσοῦ- 
τον ἧτο γνώστης τοῦ ἀρχαίου Ἑλληνικοῦ Kal Ρωμαϊκοῦ πολιτισμοῦ, ὥστε 
ἀπέβη εἷς ἐκ τῶν ὀλίγων, οἵτινες κατενόησαν καλῶς τὸν Ἕλληνο- Ρωμοϊκὸν 
συγκρητισμὸν καὶ τὰς βασικὰς ἀρχὰς τοῦ Χριστιανισμοῦ. 


Τὸ ὑπὸ κρίσιν ἔργον τοῦ σ. ἀποτελεῖ σπουδαιοτάτην συμβολὴν 
εἰς τὸ «περὶ ᾿Αρχῆς» πρόβλημα καὶ εἶναι ἓν ἐκ τῶν ἔργων αὐτοῦ, τὰ ὁποῖα 
ἀφῆκεν ἀνέκδοτα. 

Τοῦ ἔργου προτάσσεται συγκινητικὴ εἰσαγωγὴ ὑπὸ τοῦ ἄλλοτε 
Ὑφηγητοῦ τῆς Φιλοσοφίας τῆς Θρησκείας Δρος Xéiyouvt Τόμας, ἐπιστη- 
θίου φίλου τοῦ σ. Ἕπεται βραχὺς πρόλογος τοῦ σ., ἐνῷ παρέχονται οἱ 
λόγοι δι᾽ οὓς τὸ «περὶ ᾿Αρχῆς» πρόβλημα δὲν προσείλκυσε τοσοῦτον ἐνδια- 
φέρον ἐκ μέρους τῶν ἐρευνητῶν, ὅσον τὸ περὶ ᾿Εσχάτων 

Εἰς τὸ εἰσαγιογικὸν κεφάλαιον, Φάουστ, Εὐαγγελιστὴς ᾿Ιωάννης, 
Παλαίφατος, ὁ σ. χαρακτηρίζει τὸν Γκαῖτε ὡς ἕνα ἐκ τῶν ὀλίγων, οἵτινες 
συνέλαβον τὴν «περὶ ᾿Αρχῆς» σημασίαν τοῦ τετάρτου Εὐαγγελίου. Αἱ 
τρεῖς ἑρμηνεῖαι τοῦ Λόγου ὑπὸ τοῦ Φάουστ: Λόγος, Δύναμις, ᾿Ενέργεια, 
εἶναι πλησιέστεραι, λέγει, πρὸς τὸν Ἑλληνικὸν νοῦν ἢ ὁ Λόγος. 

Ὁ Ἑλληνικὸς χαρακτὴρ τοῦ ᾿Ιωάν, | ἐπέσυρεν ὀλίγην προσοχήν. 
Eis τὴν ἀρχαίαν ᾿Εκκλησίαν καὶ ἰδίᾳ εἰς τοὺς πλέον πεπαιδευμένους συγγρα- 
φεῖς Κλήμεντα τὸν ᾿Αλεξανδρέα καὶ Ἱππόλυτον τὸν Ρώμης ὑπῆρχεν ἣ ἰδέα 
ὅτι ὁ πρόλογος τοῦ τετάρτου Εὐαγγελίου ἧτο οὐσιαστικῶς ταυτόσημος 
πρὸς τὸ ἔργον τοῦ 'Ηρακλείτου « Περὶ Φύσεως », γνώμη ἥτις δὲν γίνεται 
δεκτὴ ὑπὸ τῶν συγχρόνων Θεολόγων. 

Εἶτα ὁ σ. εὑρίσκει συγγένειαν μεταξὺ τῆς σκέψεως τοῦ Φάουστ, 
ἑρμηνεύοντος τὸν λόγον ὡς «κατόρθωμα» καὶ τεῦ Παλαιφάτον, γράφοντος 
εἰς τὸ ἔργον αὐτοῦ de Incredibilibus, ὅτι «πάντα τὰ λεγόμενα, ἐν ἀρχῇ 
ἔστιν ἃ ἐγένετο», διότι ἀδύνατον εἶναι νὰ ἐνεφανίσθησαν ws ὀνόματα μό- 
νον, διότι τότε δὲν θὰ εἶχεν ἐπινοηθῇ λόγος δι᾽ αὐτά. Πρῶτον ἐγένετο τὸ 
κατόρθωμα καὶ εἶτα εὑρέθη ὁ λόγος δι᾽ αὐτό. Καθίσταται φανερὸν ὅτι διὰ 
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τὸν Παλαίφατον «τὸ κατόρθωμα ἐγένετο πρῶτον». Ἧ ἰδέα αὕτη ἀναφέρε- 
ται εἰς τὴν δημιουργικὴν ἐνέργειαν τοῦ -« ἐν ᾿Αρχῇ ». 

᾿Ακολουθοῦν αἱ περὶ ᾿Αρχῆ5 γνῶμαι τῶν Νεο--Πυθαγορείων, τῶν 
Στωϊκῶν καὶ τῶν ᾿Ορφικῶν, 

Μετὰ τὴν προεισαγωγὴν ταύτην, εἰς ἣν ἐξετάζονται τὰ παράλ- 
ληλα πρὸς τὸ Ιωάν. I, | χωρία καὶ ἡ πιθανὴ προέλευσις αὐτῶν, ὁ σ. εἰσ- 
έρχεται εἰς τὸ πρῶτον μέρος τοῦ ἔργου αὐτοῦ : Οἱ Κλασσικοὶ Φιλόσοφοι 
ἀπὸ τῶν Προ-σωκρατικῶν Φιλοσόφων μέχρι τοῦ ᾿Αριστοτέλους (σελ. 15- 
140), εἰς τὸ ὁποῖον, μετὰ πολλῆς εὐσυνειδησίας καὶ πολυμαθείας, ἐξετάζει Ἢ 
τὴν ἀρχικὴν “Ελληνικὴν ἰδέαν «περὶ ᾿Αρχῆς». Ὑποστηρίζει ὅτι οὐ μόνον ὁ 
Εὐαγγελιστὴς ᾿Ιωάννης, ἀλλὰ καὶ ὁ σύγχρονος αὐτοῦ Φίλων ὁ ᾿Ιουδαῖος 
προσεγγίζει τὸ «περὶ ᾿Αρχῆς» πρόβλημα, ἀκολουθῶν “Ἑλληνικὴν πορείαν 
σκέψεως, μολονότι ἀμφότεροι δὲν ἠγνόουν τὸ σχετικὸν χωρίον τῆς Γενέ- 
σεως. Εἰς τὸ κεφάλαιον τοῦτο παρελαύνουν συγκριτικῶς αἱ ἰδέαι καὶ τὰ 
ἔργα τῶν "Ἑλλήνων συγγραφέων, οἵτινες ἠσχολήθησαν μὲ τὸ « περὶ ᾿Αρ- 
χῆ5» πρόβλημα, εἴτε ὡς ἀνεξάρτητοι εἴτε ὡς ἐξηρτημένοι ἐκ τοῦ ᾿Αριστο- 
τέλους. 

Εἰς τὸ ἑπόμενον κεφάλαιον ἐξετάζεται ἡ θέσις τῶν ᾿Ορφικῶν καὶ 
τῶν Πυθαγορείων’ ἀκολουθοῦν αἱ θέσεις τῶν φιλοσόφων Παρμενίδου, Πλά- 
τωνος καὶ ᾿Αριστοτέλους. Εἶναι θαῦμα, [γράφει ὁ σ., ὅτι εἰς μίαν ἐποχὴν 
καθ᾽ ἣν ἡ κλασσικὴ Ἑλλὰς ἐπλησίαζεν εἰς τὸ τέλος αὐτῆς ἐνεφανίσθη ὁ 
*APIOTOTEANS, οὐ μόνον διὰ νὰ ἀποπερατώσῃ τὸν κύκλον τῆς κλασσικῆς 
φιλοσοφίας, ἀλλὰ διὰ νὰ προσδιορίσῃ τὴν μελλοντικὴν κατεύθυνσιν αὐτῆς. 

Εἰς τὸ ἀκολουθοῦν κεφάλαιον : Ἢ ᾿Ανάπτυξις τῆς « περὶ ᾿Αρχῆς » 
διδασκαλίας ἐν τῇ Ἑλληνιστικῇ ᾿Εποχῆ, kal: Δημιουργία ἐκ τοῦ Μηδενός, 
ὁ σ. εὑρίσκεται εἰς τὸ στοιχεῖον αὐτοῦ. Τὸ περὶ Δημιουργίας ἐκ τοῦ Μη- 
δενὸς κεφάλαιον εἶχεν ἀναπτύξει ὁ σ. διὰ μακρῶν εἰς ἄρθρον αὐτοῦ δημο- 
σιευθὲν εἰς τὸ περιοδικὸν Studia Theologica, IV (1950), σελ. 31 ἑξ, 
Πρὶν ἐπιχειρήσῃ τὴν «περὶ ᾿Αρχῆ-» διδασκαλίαν τοῦ τετάρτου Εὐαγγελίου 
ἀφιερώνει μέρος τοῦ ἔργου αὐτοῦ εἰς τὴν ἱστορίαν τῆς Μαγείας. 

Τελευταίως ὁ σ. ἀναφέρεται εἰς τὸν ᾿Ιουδαϊσμὸν ὀλίγον πρὸ τῆς 
ἐμφανίσεως τοῦ Κυρίου καὶ εἰς τὸν πρῶτον Χριστιανισμὸν ἔνθα ἐπιχειρεῖ 
μίαν πρωτότυπον ἐργασίαν. ᾿Αποδεικνύει, ὅτι δὲν εἶναι ἀληθὲς τὸ ὑπὸ τοῦ 
Μπίλλερμπὲκ ὑποστηριζόμενον, ὅτι οἱ Ἕβραϊοι δὲν ἀπέδειξαν μεγάλον ἐν- 
διαφέρον διὰ τὴν Ἑλληνικὴν ἰδέαν « περὶ ᾿Αρχῆς ». 
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Τὰ νοήματα τοῦ σ. εἶναι ἄκρως πυκνὰ καὶ διέπονται ὑπὸ κατο- 
πληζούσης τὸν ἀναγνώστην ἐνημερότητος. Μία προσεκτικὴ μετάφρασις 
τοῦ ἔργου τούτου θὰ βοηθήσῃ ἡμᾶς νὰ ἀντιληφθῶμεν τὴν μεγίστην ἀξίαν 
αὐτοῦ. 

Πληροφοροῦμαι ὅτι ἐζητήθη ἡ ἄδεια τῆς μεταφράσεως αὐτοῦ καὶ 
ὅτι θὰ προβάλῃ συντόμως ἀπὸ τῶν σελίδων τοῦ περιοδικοῦ τούτου. 


Π. Γ. ΦΟΥΓΙΑΣ 


Μάντσεστερ, Φεβρουάριος 1969 
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ΚΩΝΣΤ. ΔΩΡ. ΜΟΥΡΑΤΙΔΟΥ : Καθηγητοῦ τοῦ Πανεπιστημίου ᾿Αθηνῶν 
᾿Ορϑοδοξία καὶ Θεολογία: ᾿Αϑῆναι ΙΘΘΘ, σελ. 14, σχ. Bov 


Λόγος ἐκφ»ηθεὶς τὴν Κυριακὴν τῆς ᾿Ορθοϑοξίας, ( 2 Μαρτίου) ἐν τῷ 
“len Νπῷ τῆς Ριζαρ:ίου ᾿Ε«ςκλησιαστικῆς Σχολῆς 


Ὁ κ. Καϑηγητὴς ἐν τῷ λόγῳ τούτῳ, λαβὼν ἀφορμὴν ἀπὸ τὴν ση- 
μασίαν τῆς ἑορτῆς τῆς ᾿Ὀρϑοδοξίας, παρουσίασε κατὰ τρόπον πανοραμα- 
τικόν, ἀφ᾽ ἑνὸς μὲν τὸ παρελθὸν καὶ τὸ παρὸν τῆς ᾿Ορθοδόξου Χριστιανικῆς 
᾿Εκκλησίας, ἀφ᾽ ἑτέρου δὲ ἐθεμελίωσε τὴν μελλοντικὴν πορείαν τῆς ᾿Ορθο- 
δόξου Χριστιανικῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας ἐπὶ τῆς ἱστορίας τοῦ παρελθόντος καὶ τῆς 
σήμερον διαγραφομένης τοιαύτης. 

Εἰς τὸν Θ:ολογικὸν αὐτὸν Λόγον διακρίνονται τὰ ἑξῆς βασικὰ 
στοιχεῖα. lov) Ἡ τραγῳδία τῆς ἐκτὸς τῆς ᾿Ορθοδόξου, μιᾶς ἁγίας, καθο- 
λικῆς καὶ ἀποστολικῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας, διατελούσης χριστιανοσύνης, Αἰτία τῆς 
τραγῳδίας αὐτῆς θεωρεῖται ἡ ἔλλειψις τῆς ‘I. Παραδόσεως καὶ ἡ μετακίνη- 
σις μέρους τῆς χριστιανοσύνης ἐκ τῆς ὀρθῆς χριστιανικῆς ἀληθείας εἰς τὴν 
πλάνην καὶ τὴν αἵρεσιν. 2ov) Ἡ καταδίκη τῆς δῆθεν εὐρυτέρας σημασίας 
τῆς χριστιανικῆς ἀληθείας, δηλ. «τῆς ὀρθῆς δόξης», τὴν ὁποίαν ἐπιχειροῦν 
τινες ἀντὶ τῆς συγκεκριμένης ἱστορικῆς ᾿Ορθοδόξου ᾿Εκκλησίας, τὴν ὁποίαν 
ἀποδίδει ὁ ὅρος ε᾿Ορϑοδοξία». 3ov) Ὅτι ἡ ᾿Ορθοδοξία ἐκτὸς τῆς ᾿Ὀρθο- 
δόξου ᾿Εκκλησίας ἀποβαίνει ψιλή τις ἰδέα, ὁδηγοῦσα εὐθέως «εἰς τὸν ἀπο- 
συνθετικὸν ὑποκειμενισμόν, εἰς τὴν αἵρεσιν καὶ τὸν Προτεσταντισμόν», 4ον 
Καυτηριάζονται αἱ προτάσεις τῶν φιλελευϑέρων θεολόγων ὡς καταλυτικαὶ 
διὰ τὴν δογματικὴν καὶ τὴν κανονικὴν τάξιν τῆς ᾿Ορθοδόξου ᾿Εκκλησίας. 
Sov) ᾿Επισημαίνονται ἐπιδράσεις τῆς Σχολαστικῆς Θεολογίας ἐπὶ τῆς νεω- 
τέρας ᾿ΟΟρϑοδόξου Θεολογίας. Gov) Θεωρεῖται ἐπικίνδυνος ἡ προσπάθεια 
θεολόγων τινῶν, ν᾽ ἀναγάγουν τὴν χριστιανικὴν θεολογίαν εἰς γνωσιολο- 
γικὸν σύστημα, ἥτις προσπάϑεια ὁδηγεῖ εἰς τὴν ἀποστασίαν καὶ τὴν ἀπο- 
σύνϑεσιν τοῦ ᾿Εκκλησιαστικοῦ βίου. Tov) ᾿Εκφράζονται ἐπιφυλάξεις διὰ τὸν 
σύγχρονον διεκκλητιαστικὸν διάλογον ἐντὸς τῆς Οἰκουμενικῆς Κινήσεως, 
ἐνῷ ὑπογραμμίζεται ἡ σπουδαιότης τῆς παρουσίας τῆς ᾿Ορθοδόξου Θεο- 
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λογίας, ὧς ἀπαραιτήτου στοιχείου διὰ τὴν ἐπανένωσιν τοῦ διῃρημένου 
Χριστιανισμοῦ. 80v) Ὁ ἀνθρώπινος λόγος ἐντάσσεται εἰς τὴν κατηγορίαν 
τοῦ ὀργάνου τοῦ ἀνθρώπου διὰ τὴν προσέγγισιν τῶν ὑπερφυσικῶν ἁλη- 
θειῶν καὶ τὴν κυριαρχίαν αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τοῦ ἀνθρωπίνου βίου. Θον) Τέλος, 
ἀπαλλάσσεται ἡ σταυρικὴ θυσία τοῦ Κυρίου τῆς ἀπὸ καιροῦ εἰς καιρὸν 
ἀναφυομένης ἀντιλήψεως τοῦ προβληματισμοῦ τοῦ θεολόγου ἢ τοῦ θεο- 
λογοῦντος φιλοσόφου. 

Ὃ κ. Καθηγητὴς διὰ τῆς συνθέσεως καὶ ἐκδόσεως ταῦ λόγου αὐ- 
τοῦ ἔδωκεν ἡμῖν τέλειον τύπον καὶ περιεχόμενον τοῦ ἀληθοῦς Θεολογικοῦ 
Λόγου. Διὰ τῆς ἐξάρσεως τῶν ἀγώνων τῆς 'Αγίας ἡμῶν ᾿Εκκλησίας ἀπο- 
καλύπτει τὴν ἱστορίαν τῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας ἐν τῇ προσπαθείᾳ αὐτῆς, ὅπως 
περιθριγκώσῃ τὴν ἀλήθειαν αὐτῆς καὶ καταστήσῃ αὐτὴν ἀπρόσβλητον ἀ- 
πὸ τοὺς ἐν ὅλαις ταῖς ἐποχαῖς ἐμφανιζομένους ἐχθροὺς αὐτῆς, διὰ δὲ τῆς 
ἀξιολογήσεως τῶν συνθηκῶν, ὑφ᾽ ἃς ἠγωνίσθη ἡ ᾿Εκκλησία, ἐπιτυγχάνει 
νὰ καταστήσῃ συνείδησιν τὸ θριαμβευτικὸν αὐτῆς ἀποτέλεσμα. Ὁ λόγος 
τοῦ κ. Καθηγητοῦ, ρητορικὸς κατὰ τὴν τέχνην, θεολογικὸς κατὰ τὸ περις- 
χόμενον, ἀποβαίνει καθ᾽ ὁλοκληρίαν ἀπολογητικὸς διὰ τὴν ἐποχὴν ἡμῶν, 
ἐν ἣ κυριαρχεῖ ἡ σύγχυσις εἰς τὴν ἰδεολογικὴν κατεύθυνσιν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, 
διὰ πάντα δὲ χριστιανὸν ἵσταται ὡς ἀλάνθαστος δείκτης πρὸς τὴν ὀρθὴν 
πίστιν καὶ τὴν κατὰ Χριστὸν ἀρετήν. Οἱ ἀγωνισταὶ τῆς Χριστιανικῆς ᾿Εκ- 
κλησίας, ἐκ προοιμίων, ὑπῆρξαν θεωρητικοὶ καὶ τῆς θείας θεωρίας οἱ 
ἐμπνευσταί, ἐν τῇ πορείᾳ, ὅμως, πρὸς διδασκαλίαν τῶν τῆς ἀληθείας δογ- 
μάτων ὑπῆρξαν ἐπιθυμηταὶ τῆς πράξεως καὶ τῆς Χριστιανικῆς νίκης τὰ 
σύμβολα. Δὲν ὑπερβάλλομεν ἐὰν εἴπωμεν ὅτι ὁ λόγος οὗτος τοῦ Καθηγητοῦ κ. 
Μουρατίδου ἀποτελεῖ ἐγκύκλιον ᾿Ορθοδοξίας καὶ πηδάλιον κινήσεως τοῦ 
συγχρόνου χριστιανοῦ ἐντὸς τῆς Χριστιανικῆς Θεολογίας καὶ Κοινωνίας. 


Π. Γ. ΦΟΥΓΙΑΣ 
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Walter J. Ong, 8. J., Knowledge and the Future of Man, An 
International Symposium, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
New York 1968, σελ. X + 276 


Τὸ συμπόσιον τοῦτο ἐξεδόθη ἐπὶ τῇ συμπληρώσει 150etias ἀπὸ 
τῆς ἱδρύσεως τοῦ Καθολικοῦ Πανεπιστημίου Saint Louis, Missuri (1818- 
1968). ᾿Ἐν αὐτῷ δημοσιεύονται συνεργασίαι διασήμων φιλοσόφων, ἐκπαι- 
δευτικῶν, θεολόγων, πολιτειολόγων καὶ θρησκειολόγων. ᾿Αντικειμενικὸς 
σκοπὸς τῶν συνεργατῶν εἶναι ἡ ὑπογράμμισις τῆς σπουδαιότητος τῆς πο- 
λιτιστικῆς γνώσεως διὰ τὴν μελλοντικὴν ἀνάπτυξιν τῆς ἀνθρωπότητος. 

Τὰ ἐν τῷ συμποσίῳ τούτῳ ἀναπτυσσόμενα θέματα εἶναι: “H γνῶ- 
σις καὶ ὁ χρόνος, τὸ μέλλον τῆς πανεπιστημιακῆς γνώσεως, τὸ μέλλον τῆς 
μαθήσεως ἐν τῇ τροπικῇ ᾿Αφρικῇ, τὸ μέλλον τῆς διεθνοῦς πολιτικῆς, τὰ 
ἀστικὰ προβλήματα καὶ αἱ ὁμαδικαὶ σχέσεις, ἡ τέχνη ὡς παράγων ἀλλα- 
γῆς, τὸ δόγμα τῆς δημιουργίας καὶ ἡ εὐθύνη τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, τὸ πνεῦμα 
τῆς τέχνης καὶ ὁ παράγων τῆς ἠθικῆς, ἡ βιολογία καὶ αἱ ἀνθρώπιναι ἀξίαι, 
τεχνολογία, ἐπιχειρήσεις καὶ ἐκπαίδευσις, ὑποδείγματα ἀνοπτυσσόμενα ἐν 
τῇ φιλοσοφίᾳ, συγκριτικὴ θρησκειολογία (τὸ παρελθὸν καὶ τὸ μέλλον αὐ- 
τῆς ὑπὸ τοῦ διακεκριμένου θρησκειολόγου Μ. Eliade ), ὁ Χριστιανισμὸς 
καὶ ἡ νέα γῆ ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐπίσης διακεκριμένου Καθηγητοῦ τῆς Λογματικῆς 
Θεολογίας καὶ τῆς “Ιστορίας τῶν Δογμάτων ἐν τῷ Πανεπιστημίῳ τοῦ Miv- 
στερ Karl Rahner, 5.]. 

Κατὰ τὴν γνώμην τοῦ ἐπιμεληθέντος τὴν ἔκδοσιν τοῦ συμποσίου 
τούτου W.J. Ong τὸ Πανεπιστήμιον τοῦ Saint Louis, Missuri συνέβαλε 
τὰ μέγιστα εἰς τὴν ἀνάπτυξιν τῶν ἐπιστημῶν ὁ δὲ ἐκδοθεὶς τόμος ἄνασκο- 
πεῖ τὰ μέχρι τοῦδε ἐπιτεύγματα τῆς ἐπιστημονικῆς ἐρεύνης καὶ εὐαγγελί- 
ζεται, κατά τινα τρόπον, τοὺς ἀντικειμενικοὺς σκοποὺς τῆς μελλοντικῆς 
τοιαύτης. 


Π. Γ. Φούγιας 


᾿Αθῆναι, Σεπτέμβριος 1969 
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ΝΕΚΡΟΛΟΓΙΑ 


ΑΜΙΛΚΑΣ Σ. ΑΛΙΒΙΖΑΤΟΣ : 


᾿Ἠγγέλθη ἐξ ᾿Αθηνῶν ὁ θάνατος τοῦ προέδρου τῆς ᾿Ακαδημίας 
᾿Αθηνῶν, ὁμοτίμου καθηγητοῦ τῆς Θεολογικῆς Σχολῆς τοῦ Πανεπιστημίου 
᾿Αθηνῶν καὶ συνεργάτου τοῦ περιοδικοῦ τούτου, ᾿Αμίλκα Σ. ᾿Αλιβιζάτου. 


Διὰ τῆς πρὸς Κύριον ἐκδημίας τοῦ ἀειμνήστου ᾿Αλιβιζάτου τὸ 
Ἑλληνικὸν Ἔθνος, ἡ Ἑλληνικὴ ᾿Εκκλησία, ἡ Θεολογικὴ ἐπιστήμη, ὁ Χρι- 
στιανισμὸς γενικώτερον καὶ τὸ Πατριαρχεῖον ᾿Αλεξανδρείας ἀπώλεσον ἀφω- 
σιωμένον καὶ δραστήριον ἐργάτην. Διότι ὁ τετιμημένος καθηγητὴς ᾿Αλιβι- 
ζᾶτος ὑπῆρξε φυσιογνωμία ἐξόχου ἐκκλησιαστικῆς, θεολογικῆς, κοινωνικῆς 
καὶ ἐθνικῆς δράσεως. 

Ὃ ἀπελθὼν ἀκάματος διδάσκαλος, μολονότι μέγα μέρος τοῦ χρό- 
νου αὐτοῦ διέθετε εἰς τὴν πρακτικὴν ζωὴν τῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας, φλογερὸς ἐργά- 
της τοῦ Οἰκουμενικοῦ Χριστιανισμοῦ ὑπάρξας, ὣς ἐπιστήμων, μὲ τὴν ὀξυ- 
τάτην αὐτοῦ σκέψιν καὶ τὴν ἁκαταμάχητον αὐτοῦ ἐργατικότητα, διεπραγ- 
ματεύθη πρωτότυπα θέματα τῆς θεολογικῆς ἐπιστήμης. 

‘Ws συνεργάτης τῆς 'Ελλαδικῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας ὑπῆρξε πρότυπον καὶ 
ἀφωσιωμένον τέκνον αὐτῆς, συντελέσας τὰ μέγιστα εἰς τὴν μόρφωσιν τοῦ 
κλήρου, εἰς τὰς σχέσεις Εκκλησίας καὶ Πολιτείας καὶ πρὸ πάντων εἷς τὴν 
ἐπικοινωνίαν τῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας τῆς 'Ελλάδος μετὰ τῶν λοιπῶν Χριστιανικῶν 
᾿Εκκλησιῶν. 

‘Ws ἄνθρωπος ὁ ἀπελθὼν ἀκάματος Ἕλλην ὑπῆρξεν ἁπλοῦς, ἀκέ- 
patos, σθεναρὸς ὑποστηρικτὴς τῶν χριστιανικῶν ἀρχῶν. 

Ὁ καθηγητὴς ᾿Αλιβιζδτος ἦτο γνιοστότατος διεθνῶς: ἠγαπᾶτο 
καί ἐτιμᾶτο πολλαχοῦ’ ἐκαλεῖτο βετερᾶνος τοῦ οἰκουμενισμοῦ' διότι διεπνέ- 
ετο ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀληθοῦς χριστιανικοῦ ἰδεώδους. 

Ὁ ἀλησμόνητος καθηγητὴς ᾿Αλιβιζᾷτος ὑπῆρξε φίλος ἀκραιφνὴς 
Καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν ᾿Ὀρθοδόξων ᾿Εκκλησιῶν, ἰδιαιτέρως δὲ τοῦ Πατριαρχείου 
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᾿Αλεξανδρείας καὶ συνεργάτης πολύτιμος τῶν Πατριαρχικῶν Περιοδικῶν 
᾿Εκκλησιαστικοῦ Φάρου καὶ Πανταίνου . 

Τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ ᾿Αμίλκα ᾿Αλιβιζάτου θὰ παραμείνῃ εἰς τὰς ψυχὰς 
ἐκείνων οἱ ὁποῖοι τὸν ἐγνώρισαν ζωντανόν, εἰς τὰς ἐπερχομένας γενεὰς φωώ- 
τεινὸν πρὸς μίμησιν, διότι ὁ ᾿Αλιβιζᾶτος ὑπῆρξε ἱπράγματι εἷς ἰδιαίτερος 
τύπος ἀνθρώπου καὶ θεολόγου. Διότι συνεδίαζε τὴν σοφίαν μὲ τὴν κρίσιν 
καὶ ταύτας μὲ τὴν πράξιν. 

Ὁ ἀνθρωπισμός του θὰ ἐμπνέῃ εἰς περαιτέρω συνεργασίαν καὶ συμ- 
φιλίωσιν ἀτόμων διαφόρων σκέψεων καὶ κλίσεων. 


᾿Αναπαῦσαι Κύριος ὁ Θεὸς ἡμῶν τὴν μακαρίαν ψυχὴν τοῦ ᾿Αμίλκα 
᾿Αλιβιζάτου ἔνθα ζωὴ ἀτελεύτητος. ᾿Αμήν. 
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